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; , : -_" i o N j PREFAcE ‘ \ ' .)

In the spring of 1979, I was asked for assistance by e local school
district in suggesting the appropriate programming for a mentally
. retarded Chinese student who was unable to speak English. While this was
. not the type of service my office usually provided, my curiosity prompted
' me to agree to go to the school and at least agsess the situation., What
I found was a° young Chinege immigrant girl, Hing. who spoke po English
- and,had only 1imited comprehension in Cantonese. - Unable to evaluate her
adequately, the school personnel assumed her to be trainable mentally
retarded. The bilingual education program in this district wanted no
part of her since she was obviously a special education problem. The
special education staff could not communicate with her in Cantonese and
- felt ‘that she should 'be the responsiblity of bilingual education

. personnel. Each day Ming would do nothing but sit quietly by hereelf on

o ‘the f£loor of her classroom. ..

ST - ‘
Since 1979, a number of higher education programs have emerged to train

' personnel to work with ¢ulturally and linguistically different

' exceptional ¢hildren (CLDE). In addition, both the Office of Special
Education Programs '(OSEP) and, the Office of Bilingual Education and
Minority Language Affairs {OBEMLA) of the U.S. Department of Education

! have funded research and training projects. S : o

The Council for Exceptional Children.has sponsored two national topical

‘\\51 . . conferences and a symposium on t -topic. As a result of these new
s ~developments, a body of information has emerged. 1In this monograph, five
) . state-~of-the-art papers on this important segment of our population have
¥ ,; ‘been prepared by some of the more prominent and active authorities in. the
L afep, adding significantly to our inﬁormation base. _
. | | * "Philip C. Chinn
K . S . : Professor and Head
t PR . ' " Department of Special Education
s o . a East Texas State Updversity
! o ' o : _;2#- Commerce, TeXas
X o )' ﬁi o . N . Formerly Special Assistant to the
oo '4”=‘. ko - - ‘Executive Director for
T Minority and, Handicapped Concerns -
ooy el e The Council for Exceptional Children
.‘,\ N .. ) ‘ - e ) \". \ ,.".‘ .'.V.\','o‘,_ ; ‘ '." . ; ] ) ' .“ <
" : oo EAR oL : e s
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cuAPTER 1 . v ,

THE EXCEPTIONAL BILINGUAL CHILD: DEMOGRAPHY .~

-

Wancj”De&

. . . \
Ce The purposes of this investigative.report are to document the .
- prevalencel of exceptional bilingual children by handicapping '
- condition, to analyze trends and patterns that present themselves in the
available data, and to make recommendations for future data collection '
-+ and monitoring efforts in regard to this specific population. Obtaining
accurate prevalence figures enables educators to provide exceptional
bilingual students with needed services and to modify those practices ‘
that prohibit access to services or improperly serve students. By “_' -
analyzing the available data regarding enrollhent, special educators can .
discover existing manpower planning and staff development ﬁeeds and -
review the success of policies and programs developed to.serve’ culturally _ '
~ and linguistically diverse exceptional (CLDE) students. In addition, . ..

funding. levels can:be eatablished based on projections made with existing” ° IR
data. ‘

[ - . . ~

'DIFFICULTIES IN DETERMINING PREVALENCE nniss

Gathering accurate data regarding the number of exceptional children is
complicated by several interacting variables. Factors identified by
_Hallahan and Kauffman in 1978 (pp. 8-12) included problems .involving
definition, diagnosis, sampling error, the role of the school, and
stigma. A factor with special relevance to CLDE students is the tendency
to use program placements other than special education classrooms to
provide service. Typical'of such placements are compensatory programs
such as Title I (including Migrant programs), Title VII bilingual
programs, and state and locally funded bilingual and Engliah-aa-a—
second-language (ESL) programa. .

[

N

lprevalence refers to the number or. percent -of students who curtently
(or at a spacified point in time) require special education services,
v ! X [ . * [ “a

( o o




Definitions: o '

Determination of . the. ndtional prevalence rate of CLDE students in

specific special education categories varies due to changing definitions

for the various programs. In California, as in many other states, :

dramatic changes, in- enrollment rates were accomplished in the period

" 1969-1972, whén large numbers of the state's EMH (educable mentall
handicapped) tudents were decertified'§5sed ‘on a court-mandated

reassessment.T_Students were decertified because a greateér weight was

placed on pérformance IQ measures and because a lower IQ cutoff score was

used (ueyersf-uacmillan, & Yoshida, '1978; Rescnly.& Jepson, 1978).

While. such'changes in the category of mental retardation caused
dramatic flyctuations in’ prevalence’figures during this period, another . ' -
more stable phenomenon is responsible for other: fluctuations in the
figures repbrted by states. This phenomenon is the considerable
variation that exists among and within statesuin the definitions
governing oaéegorical programs. It is very much the case that a child's
state and ¢ity of residence could determine whether a particular child is
served and into which category the child is placed (U.S. General
dNocounting Office, 1981). .In the high-incidence categories (educable
mentally retarded, leartning disabled, and speech impaired), due to the
subjective criteria involved in their definitions, considerable variation
in the characteristics and number of children served in the same
categorical program exists among states (Hallahan;& Kauffman, 1978; U.S.
General Accounting Office, 1981). In 1980-81 the enrollment figures

ported by states varied from a low of 4.81% to a high of 10.64% for the
percentage of children ¢lassified and served in special education
programs (General 'nccounting Office, 1981, p. 43).

As they\{egard CLDE students,.the definitions of specific
handicapping conditions have purposefully been refined over time to
prevent misplacement or ‘overrepresentation of such children. The most
significant revisions made to the definitions of categorical .programs are
reflected in the intent‘and provisions of P.L. 94-142 (Ysseldyke, 1981).
State provisions and court mandates -spe¢ific to CLDE students have dlso
caused the prevalence rates to change within and. among, categories in a‘
‘similar fashion. While it is relatively easy to alter the placement
.rates for specific categories of exceptionality by changes made in the
+ definitions regarding such programs, the key issue is not "numbers. of -
cases," a standard open to active manipulation, but rather the validity
of the placement and the equity that exists in the treatment of various
ethnolinguistic groups within special education. .

‘ o . 9

Diagnosis ' ' - ) .

. It is ‘possible that many students demonstraté oyerlapping conditions and
are receiving the. services of two categorical prypgrams and yet are only -
reported under one. This would misrepresent actual service patterns in
reporting districts. Howéver, a more important issue for CLDE students’
is the accuracy of the diagnosis that places such students into the
categories in which they are later reported.- Assessment techniques have
- undergone a series of changes over the last decade,®caysing fluctuation -
in the actual diagnosis that plaCQB a child in a given‘iategory for

. “
o v . . P
e : o, .
. o . . .
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 of - students to be served. A felated problem of great importance to the

- children. Distinctions siich as Puerto Rican vs. Cuban vs. Mexican

%" reported purposes. - A child who Qas reported ‘as EMR qt'one'boint in time, .

“using traditional testing procedures and sfrict cutoff ‘points, might
become &earning disabled (LD). for another feporting period because the’ S
‘assedsment procedure and the criteria used to. diagnose the disability heg ,*dr R
changed. :

[

-

}

A variety of sources documents the. vement that occurs between Y
ategories as diagnoses change: Notably, there have been rather dramatic
hifts away from placing CLDE children fin EMR classrooms, and a :

continuing trend to serve-students pre 1ously placed in thege settings in.
t'LD" or other compensaébrchlaases {Pinn), 1982; Jonea-Booker T1977~ Tucker,
1980; U.S. General Accounting Office,/1981). Such shifts in figures

- .reported will continue to occur as advances in the diagnosis of
disabilities for this population occyr. The gdvent of specialized '
training programs for bilingual psythologists and speech pathologists
holds the promise of improved diagngsis of disabilities for _
limited-English-proficient youngsters and of increased accuracy'in'"
placements. ., The increased use of oncategorical programs may further
-affect prbvalence figures. o

Sampling Error o | | _ "/

Studies that have been conducted thus far document prevalence in
particular populations and then/project these findings to larger
populdtions. In this process, /there always exists the potential for
ertor. If the samples/is too small, not representative, or skewed in ra
particular direction, the resylts will not predict accurately the number

accurate prediction of CLDE gtudents is that of the degree of _
disaggregation of data. One/-problem that exists in undgrstanding the
needs of this group is the lack of ethnic or pational origin separation,
in the data currently colletted. Hispanics, Asiaps, and-Native Americans
are grouped into large undffferentidted categories that do not allow °
program planners to undergtand the needs of particular groups of -

American children, Southeast Asian vs. Chinese vs., Filipino American
children, or Navajo vs. ¢herokee vs. Alaskan Native Amérivan children are
but a few examples of the distinctions needed in order - to adequately plan
£6r the delivery of services.

. Figure 1 'and Table/l.show some, of the broad divisions that would be

. necessary to provide fccurate assessments, plan individualized education
programs, and upgrade the skills and knowledge of the staff who .would

serve such childr " Additionally, it would be necessary to distinguish
.émong students with different proficieﬁcy levels in English and in ‘their
native languages in ‘order to assess the -need for native language services
and personneél. These points are listed under sampling error because we
know that our samples are not as carefully defined as they need to be in
order for accurate statements to be made regarding current needs of CLDE
children.

~
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e '- " . PERCENT DlSTRIBUT‘Iﬁ“ OF THE HISPANIC POPULATION
R ' MARCH 1080

Puerto Rlcan o
14%

Mexlcan*Amerlcan
60% . . LA

Central |
or South American

Other Spanlsh

, 2%
\ . V . . . ~
0 -«, - ' v
, - : , _ .
‘Note. From the National Hispanic Center for Advanced Studiés and Policy
Analysis. The State of Hispanit America: Volume II. Oakland: The '

National Hispanic Center/BABEL, 1982, p. 6. Reprinted by permission,

" TABLE 1 _
Languabee Taught Most Frequently

v

Percent

. © ~ " Number o: i
Language S;udents,enrolled - ,ggrtotal
Total 31,338 - © 1000
Navajo 11,196 . 36
Cherokee e - 4,445 14
Dakota/Lakota o 4,214 . 13
Papago / © 2,369 8. ' -

Other languages

Note.

" Bilingual- Bicultural Education Needs Assessment.

U.S8. Department of Education. The Condi

‘ Nationg 1982.
1982' po 610

Information on services to American Indian and Alaskan Native '
students comes” from the BIA study reported in Comprehensive Indian -

on of Bilingual Educatiod‘in the

Rosslyn: National 016§f~nghouse for Bilingual Education,

~




s . _ The Role of the School o ’ C | Sl e
Schools assume a'central role in the identification of students with
‘handicapping conditions. While some disabilities are identified in
infancy and early. childhood, the most frequently occurring disability
categories are tied to lack of school ‘achievement. In the major studieP
C conducted to document the number of students enrolled in special
. ,education, we can see that not only are students identified during their
' 'school years, but also that they are moat frequently identified during
' the elemeritary school period, Data collected in the 1978-79 school year
-show that 57% of the students enrolled in special education were in _
grades 6 and below. The average age of ‘children in .special education was -
.8 years old (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1981). Concomitantly, ‘the
_ . preschool, secondary, and postsecondary groups are underserved by special
X education programs. Other groups, that do not receive adequate services
' are migrant children, foster children, incarcerated youth, and students"
enrolled- in.a variety of private school settings (U.8. General Accounting
Office, 1981). - t

3
- ’

is the trend to place students in existing programs in the district,
- rather than to create a needed new program.' The number of "slots" open e ' !

in programs has also been determined to influence the placements made
- (U.S. Genegal Accounting'Office, 198l). Enrollment prompted by the need

'& _ to maintain staff and programs has been documented as well {Tohias et

|

| “

| . ' Another trend of great importdnce in the~resu1tant prevalence rates
72

al., 1982). Wwhile these practices are not embraced by all special e _
education programs, they are widespread enough to call into quéstion the <
rates of enrollment that currently exist. Another issue relatdd to the “.y
kffect of the role of the school on resultant prevalence rates is the

. . - ability of staff to accurately distinguish between students . ih need of

' special education services and those whose needs can be met in the

general education classrocm _
s . L.

. While some researchers have documented the failure of general £
M education programs to serve students as individuals (Tucker, 1980),

others point to both a capricious referral practice by some educators and . K
‘at the other extreme, the reluctance to refer demonstrated. by others whq '
feel that special’ education settings are not adequately constructed to &
serve CLDE students (U.S. General Accounting Office, 198l1). The school |
plays & key role in who is served, the categorical programs "in which they
are served, and the trends of over-referral discussed above

Stigma e -
Because of an awareness of the stigma that can result from placements in . -
‘certain categorical programs, many educators are reluctant to refer ' o
'underachieving children. This reluctance may be even greater regarding R
the referral and placement of CLDE children, because of a higtory wof
documented misplacements of such.children. Therefore, children who may
v genuinely nead such services may not receive them becaube of a cautious - N
*poeture on the part of some educators. Another factor that comes into
‘Play is the reaction of parents to certain placements. For parents : : |
coming from diverse culturhl and‘linguisticpbsckgrounds and educational ' _ '
experiences, there may ‘be'a genoral_lack,ot understanding'regardingIthe : o




purpose-and content of special education clasees. .Because of this lack .

) - or in ex reme cases they may even nmove in order to avoid the placement of
o . their child in special education. Students who may need. to be segved in
one categoky may be served in another because one is less:stigmatizing
than\the other and is thus more readily accepted by parents. These are
‘gome of the many ways in which the:possible stigmatizing effect of a =
program can. affect the behavior of educators and parents as they makes
educational degisions. - The illustrations given serve to demonstrate:

b possible ways in which stigma can affect the resultant prevalence rates.’

. J *

oW

“Alternative Placementa/Programs
e+ This section‘is very much related tos the section on the role -of the
- schools. It is being discussed separately, however, because of its
importance to the prevalence rates reported for CLDE children, The
existence of alternative programs in which underachiev}ng students can be
‘served dramatically affects the rates of participation in special v
e¢ducation classrooms. For many students, alternative settings available
o are limited to Chapter I programs or school-developed compensatory
pPrograns. If a student is underachieving, the availability of such
Q - alternatives can affect whether .or, not, the child is referred to special
* education. For CLDE students, a J%eater variety of program options cap
exist. These include migrant education programs (Title I funded) , .
bilingual education programs (Title VII and state flinded) , and ESL - .
classes (Title I and district funded) ,. to’ name the most commormrly
avafilable programs. Bilingual studenthwho exhibit learning difficulties
may be. served in these settings rather than be referred to ppecial .
_ education, “thereby reducing the. number of students reported as in need af
¢ . specialt eduction serWwces, ‘Additionally, Title I basic skills programs .
: {reading and mathemati tend to be used as a*"first placement" for ¢
"~ students who are not succ eding in the general education classroom, be
: they monolingual special needs or bilingual youngsters who have exhibited
., . a need for a bilingual program (McKay & Michie, 1982). C
{

_ With the advent of P L. 94- ~142, which required the provision of
special education-services to; qualified students,. the use of Title I .
.programs for monolingual special needs students diminished. However, the
ue qof Title I to provide language-related services to bilingual students
has not diminished (McKay & Michie, 1982).- By analyzing the data: : .
reported by the Office of Civil Rights in 1978 on a district-by-d striet Y T
'basis, it can be seen that districts with bilingual programs have less [
disproportionality in their program enrollments than is the case in

~ districts without bilingual programs. This suggests that students are
L _ " -ferved in special education settings to a greater. extent when noy ) _
A " 'bilingual program options exist (Finn, 1982). This fact raises questions - B
as to whether bilingual students needing special .education services are
not being served and counted in special education settings whan other
program options exist, or whether students erroneously served in special ‘ .
education are better served in districts with Title I and bilingual - T,
program options, It is possible that both of these trendh xist o L
simultaneously. which would contribute to both underestimating and = e
ovérestimating the numbers of CLDE students (Finn, 1982). °

-
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. be relevant to educat
Three broad areas are !
ahd LEA (local school distritt) studies,

: The -studieB reported’ hare éover_thf?ﬁeriod 1978 through 1983 in order to

v

»

qu_currehtly
overed:

A S

STUDIES ,DOCUMENTING THE NUMBERS ‘AND CHARACTERISTICS .
OF QLDE STUDENTS IN THE UNITBD\%TATBS' : ' N

A

Manning services for CLDE studerits,
national studi

issues that emerge regar@ihg the-target student population or regarding
ta collectionue:fortg'q;e discussed. In the interest of brevity,
-18gues are, prgsented under only one:pf the three major divisions, even *

though the issues could
'\ Readets who wish a more

to the origiﬁhl sources-)hi

“the target group. .

P

ﬁational Studies

3
L
s
—
k]

3

. &

pertain equally to all of the studies reported.
omprehensive analysis of the data are referred

ch'contain a'weQItp of information regarding )

A

L4

A .

L.\A'. N ,: \ A
Two major national studies are gondhcted-at regular\Thtervals to

services.

*determine the prevalence of‘childreh receiving hpebiél education .
They are the Offdce of Civil Rights (OCR) survey, conducted

biannually, and the Offige of ‘Special Education Programs (OSEP) Child-
Each of these studies hag a different
purpose. The'OCR study ‘is conducted primarily to assess compliance of

i Count, conducted annually.

* LEA's (local ‘education agencieg) with.civil rights statutes, and the OSE

stully ie conducted to determine P.L. 94-142 funding levels for states,

based on reported and projected child counts.

There are differences in

the counts ‘obtained by, theée‘two surveys, with the OSEP child count
Differences in the figures
' obtainéd by the two efforts are'gene;ally attributed to the differences

‘almost 23% ‘higher than the OCR totals.

in purpose, data collection methods, timing of the data collection, and
reporting content and procedures (U.S. Accounting Office, 1981).

While

at the district level it is acknowledged that the OCR counts may ‘be
underestimates and while no assurances exist that the OSEP child count _
general,’ confillehce is placed in

.data are entirely accurate either, in
the findings of ,these surveys.

. Based upon these two major national studies, a summafy of the numbers

-characteristics of children served in special education is presented
h «« This summary proceéds from characteristics that apply to the

th& CLDE subgroup.

. . v ) ’ ’ *
In the 1980-81 school year, 10.08% of the'estim!!ed 3> to 21~

(3

#,

population were reported as receiving special education'ahd related’

services.

Thig is well below the number anticipated "in-1974 by the

Office of Special Education prior to the enactment of P.L. '94-142, -
‘despite major effortd on the part of all states to locate ;tudents who'-
qualify for gervices. As a. result, there are many whg,”guestion the*
original 12% estimate proposed by the OSEP (U.S. Genetral:Accounting . °

‘Office, 1981).

As previously stated, based on data gathered in 198081, "

the actual prevalence rates that existed in states ranged from a’' low of

4.81% in New Hampshire to a'high of 10.64% in Utah (U.8, General .= . -
Program planners who attempt to project the .-

Accounting Office, 1981).

population of CLDE students in need of speqial education services: using "
\ , : ' . S

B 4

(4

"we o '

’

year-old

es, etate-by—statg;studies,, .
In -each .of these sections,

4

'T_ entire special dhucatioQIpopulation‘to those that apply specificalhx tor
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 education programs across ethnjc/raci

figures. The 128 rate seems unjustifiably high and program plennerav
might do well to use the existing local rate, rather than this- predicted
national rate, which has never been vealized. Using 1981-82 figures, thé..
national proportion o children served as handicapped was reported at
10.478,. remaining fairly stable compared to the previous year d'ﬂhte.ot
10,088 (U. 8. Dept.’ of. Education, 198% . - : . oo
Il the tall of 1978, figuree-were coppiled regarding the numbere of
-students-served in special education by racial/ethnic breakdown. Table 2
demonstrates that while white'students were 75% of the national

. enrollment thgy were only 71% of “the special education population. .Black

students made up 168 of the national enrnpllmenf and 21% of the special .
education population. Hispanics comprised 7% of the ne‘?onai enrollment
and 6% of the special education population, and Asian. American and’ Native
,Americans comprised approximately l, ot both the national and epecial

education enrfllmente nationwide. - : .

.
!

4 " Based on the OCR survey - .conducted iw 1978, it ie also apparent that
males are overqxepreeented in special education “settings. They are 3
times as likely to be placed in programs for the ‘gseriously emotionally
disturbed and 2 1/2 times as likely td be placed in classes fot t\&h ‘o
learning disdbled as girls; they are also over-repreeented in classes for
the mentally retarded in significant. proportions. *This’ phenomenon is
uniform across geographic regions and tends to Become more aggravated in =
lower SES dietricts (Finn, l982; Heller, 1982; U. 8. Accounting Ooffice,

°1981). “ae iL

- As. has already been described, 67% of the handicapped q;udenta ack. 12
years of age or younger; the mean age gs 8. Overall, the sehrollment .
figures demonstrate that the preechco secondary, and postsecondary

groups ase under-served by epecial edu etion programs (U S‘ General '*¥$“;//” // \

Accounting 0££ice, 1981).

-

A significant nigztive relatjonship exists Between racial /s -
disproportion and socioeconomic status (9ES) for’eAch:minorit up,,
except Asian or Pacific Islanders. The relationship is strongest for
Native American and Alaskan native students,.and least strong for i
'students of Hispanic origin.  That is, in districts with lower SES
populations, the disproportionate enrollment of minoritY‘students was
greater than in. higher income district Finn, 1982)

} ' . i
Data, regarding the enrollment ot &gildren in epecific epeciel N
groups is reported in Tables 3u
4, and 5. These tables represent tiguree collected by the Office of "
Givil Rights in.1978 and 1980. ‘It is important to note the different
-ways in which data are reported, makjing it°difficult to contrast trends
over time without returning ‘to the“original sources to convert the-data
to the same format for analysis, Yet all of these tables (twd for 1978
Aand. ‘one for 1980) demOnetrate differing patterns ‘of under- and over=- _
- enrollment for each ethnic/racial group in the difrerent categorical
ptogreme. I . . rm LI _

. ! X
« . . L .
‘school enrdllment or’ ceneue tiguree and multiplyinq by expected } \\\\\
prevalence rate need to bear this variation in mind when projecting guch ’

A
- !

[

\
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DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN ENROLLED IN ELEMENTARY
AND SECONDARY 8CHQOLS BY RACE-ETHNICITY AND :
PISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN PARTICIPATING IN SELECTED

EDUCATION PROGRAMS BY RACE-ETHNICITY QURING THE
SCHOOL YEAR 1978-1979 (l,mysnctst«rs)“i .
. . ’ : S ~ h
© 100 et
4
‘
7 6 :
| YL, 11
«  WHITE  BLACK HISPANIC  ASIAN - AMERICAN )

. AMERICAN INDIAN

.

TOTAL ENROLLMENT

SPECIAL EDUCATION PARTICIPATION ..

! SOURCE: FALL 1978 ELEMENTARY A"Nb'éat:onqmv SCHOOLS CIVIL
~ RIGHTS SURVEY : : '

-~ .

[ . !

. 2 SELECTED SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS INCLUDED THOSE FOR |,
THE EDUCABLE MENTALLY RETARDED, TRAINABLE MENTALLY '
RETARDED, SERIOUSLY EMOTIONALLY DISTURBED, SPECIFIC
LEARNING DISABLED, AND SPEECH IMPAIRED,

~

A

" Note. l?;'om u.s. Gonéral Accounting Office. Digphrities still exist in

who gets special education. (Report by the Comptroller: General to. the

‘Chairman, 8Subcommittee on Select Educati?m; Committee on Bducation and

Labor, House of Representatives of the United States; Report IPE-81-1)

Washington, D.C.: U.8..General Accounting Qffice, \gept‘. 3‘0‘. 1981, p. 32.

»
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¢ e \wanns 3
Nationwide Bpecial Bduoation Placements for Specific Racial.or Ethnic Groupa

~

| , Aﬁorioan\?dllan/ Ksian/
Student Group ‘ Alaskan Native Pacitic Island Hispanic Black wﬂﬁto 3
Percentage of Btudent .79 . 1.42 6.95 * 15.72 175.32
populationa 4 o ) P N . :

Percentage in Special
Education Progtams:b

2 A ) . . ‘ ' - , -l ) .
Rdudable Mentally - . . 1.73 ~© .37 ' .98 " 3.46 1.07.
Retarded (EMR) -8 SR S ' _ _ ’ .'. . : )
Trainable Mqntally g\:v ) '\l,2§, ‘._ o «15 N .24 .39 .19
Retarded (TMR) ; . SRR
o r -
I : L : -
Seriously Emotionally: .. - .3¥F .10 .29 50 .ZP
Pisturped (SED) | - . . .
’ ! Voo , do ' '
' ‘ . . . . [ . ,
Specific Learning | 3.49 ‘ 1.31 .. 2.58 2,23- 2,32
Disabilities (S'LD) L X
speech Impaired . 1.87 1.85 " 1.78 1.87  2.04
(SI) T ° - ; r

Yy

L

Note. From Finn, J D. (198&? Petterns in special'education placement as revealed

by tQQ O survey. In Hellef, K.A., and others, Placing children in special’
education; Equity through valid educational practices. Final report. ERIC

., Document Reproduction’ Service No6. ED 217 618, p. 55.

prom State, Regional, and National Summaries of Data trom the 1978 Civil Rights

Survey of Elementary and secondary” Schools, prepared for the office of Civil Rights
by Killalea Aasociateshc., April 1980 On estimated total school enrollment of
41,836,257 students.

bPercentages are bagsed on weighted projecte—to national tqtals from 1978 OCR
survey data. e

“n




';s'.\':;'.\'.__"‘_ T M et L o, -
: M ~“\.»‘ *':a,_.{,).‘.. ST e ST \;" ‘ ' .. U *;\ o ! . B ! .
5, ey v . e TABLE 4 : '
o . “  Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights - '
L - 1980. Blekentary and Secondary Schools Civil‘ Rights Survey :
(.- ' National Summary of Reported Data ~ .
e —— . — _ v/ “E"‘ZZ
] ] s - . ) w . .
Student Grdup ,M(In Asian Hisp Black Minority  white Total Male - .Pemale Ha/[d 'IBP
. : . -
* Enrollment: : o ' . L . ‘ :
Number 199,144 638,085 2,573,628,57,188,590 9,129,607 19,366,847 28,496,454 14,616,530 13,878,730 2,390,245 771,867
' Percent 0.7 2.2 9.0 20.1" 32.0 68.0 , 1qoug . 51.3" 48,7/ 8.4 ° 2.7
Expulsions: R N\ i ' - . .‘ | ,
Number 1,172 271  -10,813 23,174 35,430 ! 60,623 95,953 67,982 37, , 2,111 °  'N/A
% of ,Total 1.2 0.3  11.3 " 24.2 ©36.9 .- 63.1 . . 100.0 70.8 29.1)- 2.2 N/A
. P. Rated ( 5.9 0.4 - .4.2 4.1 3.9 3.1 3.4 4.7 2.0 0.9 N/A
. Suspensions: . S _ ’ - ‘ o B : .
Number \ 8,582 11,295 129,912 575,888 725,677 968,332 1,684,009 1,164,324 526,355 45,012 N/A
% of Total ' 0.5 0.7 7.7 34.2 43.1 56.9 100.0 69.1 31.3 2.7 N/A
P. Rate? [ 43.1 17.7 . 50,5 100.7 79.5 49.5 59.1 - 79.7 v 37.9 18.8 N/A
Corp. Punishment: ., . _ ’ Ve ‘
Number ° 5,6 2,201 61,998 336,507. 406,385 621,633 1,027,918 824,941 202,944 34,079 _N/A
- % of Total 0.6 0.2 ;:i;o, 32,7 39,5 '60.5 100.0 80.3  *, 19.7 3.3 N/A .
P. Rated - 28.5 3.4 24.17 58.8 44.5 -32.1. 36.1. 56.4 14.6 14.3 N/A
+Gifted/Talented: o . _ o o
‘Number ' 87,081 - 166,466 617,70 784,141 © 377,683 406,809 . .N/A N/A
% of Total 11.1 21.2 78, 100.0 ~  48.2 51.9 N/A _N/A
P. Rate? 15.2 1 10.2 ¢ °31.9 27.6 25.8 29.3 N/A " N/A =
Number .181,816 206,678 194,615 401,293 241,394 . 159,817 N/A 4,536
t of Total ,  45.3¢ 51.5 48.5  100.0 60.2 39.8 N/A 1.1
P. Rated, - P31 22.6 * 10.0 14.1 - 16.5 " 11.5 N/A 5.9 °
MRS . . | _ . | . o _
| Number 23,070 31,085 44,371 75,456 * 42,989 . 32,332 N/A 1,581
% of Total . 30.6 - 41,2 58.8 - 100.9 " 57.0 42,8 N/A 2.1
~ P. Rate®™" . 2, T g 40 0 34 2.3 2.6 2.9 . 2,3 N/A 2.0
| Speech Impair.: . - ' , R O | . ‘ . ‘
Number  .% 3,657 10,011 . 45 223 - 117,111 ¢176,002 . 443,645 619,647 391,656' 228,103 N/A 13,501
/ - of Total: 0.6 .. 1.6 | ‘fvga L 1809 2804 00 01,6 100.0 4 63.2) ¢« 36.8 N/A 2.2
P. Rate® ©18.4 ¢ WMBS7 L 17.6 REN-{ Y- BNV £ F%: P .J'22.9, 21.7° 26.8 16.4 - N/A 17.5
b ey v o o _ '3 Contin‘?ed on page 12
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80:. Bnot, Dist._
Number BTN
% of” To;al ﬂ}j”
‘Pw Rated 7o
Spw L“‘tn Diﬂo g

& Numbor -
Vo rokal
Ratea

.

“Special Ed:
. Special Ed:
_Elsewheret
Evaluated:

;s Physical Ed

102,799
©15.0

096 34,558
V5 1.8
7 84.2

- Receiving Services:

» Home Economics
Industrial Arts .

v
.

. )

. | /
&  TABLE 4 (Continued) ) ///,
- : ') “ ' ‘ . .
10,802 42,634 55,095 94,19 149,286 116,089 32,656" N/A 1,428
7.2 ' . 28.6 36.9 63.1 100.0 77.8 21.9 N/A 1.0
4.2 7.5 Q.o 4.9 ‘5‘2 . 7.9 2.4 N/A 108
76.026 . 17&,548' .263,483' 621,750, " 891,233 643,490 247,532 N/A 14,572
8.5 19.8  30.2 ~  69.8 100.0 72.2 27,8 “N/A 1.6
29.5 30.9 29.5 32.1 31.3 44.0. 17.8 - N/A 18.9
525,049 6,073 644,996 v 40,022 685,018 . ¢ N/A ° N/A -- N/A N/A
76.6 '0.9 ' 94,2 5.8 . 100.0 N/A. N/A N/A ' N/A.
102,419 286,250. 432,323 1,449,069 1,861,412 914,441 967,038 39,120 N/A
5.4 I5,2 - 23.0 77.0 - 100.0 -48.6 - - 51.4 . 2.1 N/A
39.8 30.1 47.4 74.8 65.0 62.8 69.7 ~16.5 N/A
v ’ ¢ N
- 2,608,417 Restrictive Policy For - Schools With Accessible
2,567,557 Pregnant Students: 577 Entrances: "35,923
144,575 Medical Cert Only:| 540" .. Restrooms: 26,292
144,516 Separate Programs: 2,768 Sciencée Labs: . 10,708
14,724 Mandatory Programs: 126 - Pupils in Wheelchairs: 27,807
' ) . Accessible Classrooms: .838,326
Total Classrooms: 1,353%°227
. ) ’ 1 _ . .
8ingle Sex Classes Mixed Classes ' T
- Males Females _ Males Females Males = Females Teams
11,710 311,126 604,676 1,026,544 All Female Teams ' 1,450,687 86,952
357,239 8,736. 1,342,206 595,436 All Male Teams 2,572,204 _ 118,438
1,033,757 941,386 3,966,077 3,645,380 Teams Both Sexes 210,685 129,192

21,183

Note. From DBS- Corporation.

§RIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 219 477, p. 12.
P. Rate = Participation rate, which 13 rato per thousand.

(1962, March).

1980 elgmentarx and gsecondary

» -

schggls civil riga’! survey: National survey.

.‘
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TABLE 5 . e v

: Diatribution Of Children Receiving Special Education By . o !
" : Natuce Of Bandicapping Condition And Race/Ethnicity, ' t
. - e . 8chool Ydara 1978~79 .-(In Percents) B
. . : ' : , - )
. C " . . . l‘ .. - .‘ '
‘ E uandicappinq -_Auotican_ ' Aljan" . ' - 1' . '
| condition : . _Iddian American - Black = White Hispanic = .
P JR T B . A N e Ty ~~,-‘ '."'.'.- v S e
o I . I ' ) _.1‘ o ’ ) . ,:." e .
| Educable megtally 22,63 . 0.0 - '41.0 181 " 16,7 T
retarded L . : - ' | I i
= “Trainable mentally 3.0 ) ﬂ.{ A 4.5 3.3 4.0 .
retarded B . N : -, '
Emotionally disturbed 4.4 2,7 6.0, 5.0 - 5.0 -
. - '_ . . - . - N L)
‘Learning ‘disabled - 46.0 ~ 34,0 .  26.3 39.2 44.0
' Speech impaired ‘24,0 ' 49.3 . 22.1 34.5 302
[y ) .' \ . -
- Totals® 100,90 A00.1 00,1  A00.1 29,9 =
. ' L . Y . B

Note. From Fall 1978 Elementary and Secondary School €ivil Rights S ,
Surveys. U.S. General Accounting Office, 1982, p. 62. -

Note. Figures are in percentages. Analysis is limited to the five
_handicapping conditions presented.

Interpret as 22,6 percent of all American Indian stjidents who were 1n,
special education in school year -1978~79 were in an ‘educable mentally . . K
/ retarded program.
b'llqge%q‘ qu‘ not sum to 100 due to rounding. _

, .
N v . . :
4
, .
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Within the categorical(programs it is important to notice that 85% of
afl cpildren receiving special education are served in three categories:
“learning disabilities, speech impairments, and mental retardation. -
Programs for learning disabled students en;olled'JG% of the special
education students, for, the speech impaired enrolled 30% of the students, °
and for the mentally retarded enrolled 19% of.ghe students.. It was also - .
, reported in the OSE 1980-81 data that 51% of children in special - e .
education have mild handicaps, '36% have moderate handicaps, and 13% have - - -
severe handicapd,(U.S. General Accounting Office, 1981), , o

\ -

‘In its Fifth Annual Report to Congr&ss on the impleﬁentagion of P.L., » -
94-142, the Office of Special Education Programs of the U.S. Department
of Education reported increases in the numbers of students sesved in the
categories of learning disabled, emotionally @istyrbed, and’ '

'“multihandicapgga children. In the categories of Bpeech impaired,
entally retarded, other health impaired, deaqepnd hard of hearing, and
orthopedically and visually handicapped students, decreased numbers were

- reported. Growth in the LD sategory between- the period of 1977-78 ®o
1981-82 assumed the tremendous proportion Of 104% (U.S. Department of
Education, 1983). In 1980-81, in six states learning disabled' students
made up more than 50% of all handicapped students served; in 12 _ :
additional states' they comprised more than 40% of the children served e
(U.S. General Accounting Office, 1981). Such trends are important A '
backdrops against which to study the patterns of under- and over- = . o
enrollment presented regarding CLDE children. - L ‘ | o -
An interesting finding that emerges in the data is that there are
spedific charactqgistics exhibited by districts where disproportionate
enrollment is great. Two important characteristics that correlate to R
disproportionate enrollment are the size of the district and the racial ;o
composition of the district. These issues are explored here using
‘national studies, but might be equally valid regarding state and local
data presented later in this paper. .

*

A4 N D

In general the data of large districts obscure that of smhller
districts when figures are collected for examination on a state-by-state
basis. Smaller districts examined eeparately:kypically demonstrate
characteristics-not common to their urban counterparts. In small schoal
districts there are problems chped by\the.presence absence of certain
categoricaleprograms. For example, while the degree’/qf disproportion in
EMR placement is.directly related to the size or"existence of EMR :
programs, in general 'in small gschool districts the disproportion in EMR ’ :
minority placements is-particularly largg/zzd may be in need of in~depth _ "
federal invedtigation (Heller, 1983). . o S
A o

Another interesting-trend emerges in districts based on Bize of the
distrigt and percentage of minority enrollment. Among medium-gized and .
- large districts, as the percentage of minority enrollments increases,

disproporfionate enrollment decreases. In contrast, in small districts .

- with more than 50% minority en:oli!pnts; there is evidence qfvinéfegaed e
 disproportions. Possible causes for aﬁgh trends would include )
. - . . " 4 . .
[ 44 L) N
9 * (




P .' u‘," "‘:‘ i
differences in aseessment and placement ptocedures, differences T
definitions ugéd in’categorical programs, and the availability of . “3
. . - facilities and resources other than special education to service minority o
’ : students (Pinn, 1982). _ X .y
’ . ’ Ct ‘ \‘}‘-" "
" Another interesting finding ds that districtékwith the highest S
disproportion levels have the smallest proportion of studernts ‘in
bilingual programs (Finn, 1982). It is possible, therefore, that
_ students ‘in need of bilingual programs are misclassified in special
' education when-no bilingual programs are\available to serve them. For ' "
' large districts with high Rispanic enrollment, 78% have bilingual i T
' education programs available. 1In such districts, the lowest SRR
disproportions in EMR and SLD programs are seen for Hispanic students
, (Finn, 1982). Tables 6 and 7 demonstrate how the rates of enrollments in
. '‘different categorical programs vary as the minority composition of the
" school- varies.. Without such disaggregation of data, it would be
impossible to truly understand the patterns of enrollment that exist
among districts in their special educaxion programs.
Trends can also be isolated by geographic locale, since programs with.
greater percentages ‘of certain’ minority populations are found in e

s particular regions of the country. Such is'the case ‘for students of - ) | .
- Asian or Pacific Ieland origin who nationally are enrolled in special '
education programs ‘at rates considerably below those for whites.

" However, in small districts in several western states, pgsitive
‘disproportions are found in the enrollment figures. By comparison,

- Hispanic students-are placed- in' EMR settings at rates close to those for
nonminority_students in California and New York ‘'in districts of all
‘sizes. 1In Arizona, Coldkado, and New Mexico, two patterns exist: Small
or negative disproportions exist' when the pertentage of Hispanic students
enrolled in the district is below 508, However, when the enrollment
figure for Hispanics reaches 70% or more, EMR disproportion is high. 1In
Texas, the disproportion is relatively large in all districts with 10% or

- more Hispanic students and small among districts_ with smaller Hispanic
renrollment (Finn, 1982; Heller, 1982). . '

-

» . : oo
_ Thg above discussion demonstrates that district size, geographic

location, and percentage of minority enrollment interact in various ways
and produce trends that merit further study to determine their exact - o
cause. Other district gharacteristics that could be correlated to
"enrollment patterns to determine the kinds pf relationships that exist
include the availability of minority diagndstic and instructional staff,
the policies and practices that demonstrate administrative support for.
the equitable treatment of ethnolinguistic minority students, the degree
of community or legal pressure applied to particular schoql districts,

and the rural, suburban, and urban distinctions: that could be drawn among
districts.

L oY




. TABLh 6 : .
De artnont of Education, Office Por Civil Rightl
. 1980 Elementary and Secondary Schools Civil Rights Survey A T
. Natignal Summary of Reported Data .’ ' o
Participation in Gittod/Talont‘p Ptogranl By Percent M&nority Couposition of school

'

®»

-Gifted/Taiontod Programs - ' ' Hinority Composition of School .
. 7 o20s . 20-408  40-608  60-g0% K j8b=1008
Member:-  ° .  Minority 17,2908 22,429 30,389 31,060, _ 65,290
_ - I Non-MihoritY '349,370 144,244 82,646 ~ 32,100 9,345
Participation Rate: Minority ~ 19,0 15.0 . 19.1 . 22.3 - 17.5

- Note. From DBS Coipo:#tion. (1982, March). 1980 élementa:y and secondary schools’
civil rights survey: State gsummaries. VOlume I. ERIC'Documqnt Reproduction Service
.No. ED 219 478, p. 18. ' - ' : o
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’ " TABLE 7 o C ' _—
Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights '
1980 Elementary and Secondary Schools Civil Rights survey ,
. ‘National Summary of Reported Data Co
Special Rducation Program Patticipqpion'by

L  Perqen Hinority COnpoaition of School | - ; S
.1_{ . u . ; - . R o
Lo ° . . o * ‘4 ' é :-- F‘ | )
Special Education Gkoup ~ e Minority C¢npoaition of school ‘
, 3 ‘ 0-20% 20-40%' 40~6¢§ 60-80% _80-100% -
} Total Special. Education R ' ) o
Number: | ~ Minority 92,659 . 158,863 143,858 106, 776 236,187
v , s Non-Minority‘ 954,438 260,385 118 780 45 724 19,245 7
.P.- Rate?: Minority 101,6 - 106.5  590.4° "~ 76.6 - 63.1
' '~ Non-Minority 71.5 - 72.9 ] 72 % 7409 94,9
" ‘Number: "+ -Minority ' . 23,064 .47,354 42,420 27,921 65,929
- .~ Non-Minority 132,865 34,009 16,991 ° 7,141 - 3,609 -
P, Rated¢ Minority ' 2 25.3 . 31.8 26.6 20,0 - 17.6
Non—Minority 10 0 ~ 9,5 10.4 11.7 17.8
mR . . . | , | . . ] . ) .
' Number : . Minority - 2,711 5,714 6,876 6,135 ° 9,649
. -~ Non-Minority 24,675 9,914 5,975 2,578 1,229
P. Rate?: Minority 3.0 3.6 4.3 4.4 . 2.6
S : Non-Minority 1.8 2.8 3.7 4.2 6.1
Spé%ch Impaired - : ; : : “"”'
. Number : - Minority 22,679 35,067 .33,832 25,759 58,665
' s Non-Minorigx. 306,947 80,708 _ 37,081 13,749 5,160
p, Rate?: Minority 24.9 23,5 - 21.3 18.5 15.7
- i, Non-Minority  23.0 = 22,6 22.7 22.5 25.4
Seriously Emotionally Disturbed , " ' ' e o
Numbers. ' , Minority 5,914 10,357 10,193 -~ 7,847 20,784
L Non-Minority 59,289 18,842 - 9,985 3,844 . 2,231
P. Rated: . ©~ Minority 6.5 . . 6.9 6.4 5.6 .- 5.6
: . ' o . .
Specific Learning Disabled o : : ’ _
+ Number:*’ _ ~ Minority . 138,301 - 60,371 50,637 39,114 ~ 81,160 “
_ , Non-Minority 430,662 116,912 48,748 . .18,412 7,016 =
po Rateaz b, ' Minority : . 42.0 ) 40.5 . '3107;‘.." a 2801 0 2107 . 1

— v

-

Note. From DBS Corporaflon; (1982, March). 1980 elementary and secondary schools _
givil rights survey: Stat! summgries. Volumg,II.‘ ERIC_Document Reproduction 8ervice

No. ED 219 479' pt 19 . . %
%, Rate = Participation’rate, which -is rate per thouaana. - o .




State-by~8tato Report- of CLDE Students
‘The reporta presented in thia seq;ion 1nclu§1 the office of Civil Righta ,
State Summaries of Reported Data for the year 1980 (DBS Corporationk fé;
1982), and special studies that analyze trends in the states of \ ) \
California, Colorado, Florida, Massachussetts, Texas, and New Jeraey '
The issues cqnsidered -here include the trend toward placing K -
ethnolinguistic minority students in LD rather than EMR programs, thé
- disproportions that exist across ethnic groups in programs for the giSted
. * and talented, and the variation in treatment received by CLDE student
depending on the geographic locale and specific internal charqctpniatics
of tthe district in which. they -are aerved. I

) : . . 8 ; \
- . 1 ‘Q
Table 8 presents a summary of states where the Hispanic population S
-~ makes up 1% or more of the state's total population. It can be seen that 7

.for five of the states listed, Hispani s represent more than 108 of the

state's population. For four. additional states, the percentage- exceeds

58 of the stateé's total population. Because of their relative ranking as

states with high Hispanic population totals, and in~order to give some

variety in terms of geographic location, information from the 1980 OCR e

study is presented for the states of California, Colorado, Texas, o
’F’/ Illinois, New York, Massachusetts, and Florida (Table 9). ’ '

General Trends. A surface analysis of the 1980 data suggests that for *.
the stjtes selected, proportional or over—enrollment in gifted and
talented programs is the case with White and Asian students. This ‘ *
pattern is somewhat modified in Colorado, New York, and Massachusetts, o
where Blacks also appear to be more proportionately enrolled. 1In
.general, Asian students, who tend to-be over-enrolled in programs for the
{gifgip and talented, tend to be under-enrolled in the other categOriea.

In ateg where this is pot the case, a higher enrollment of Asian
students also exists in the catedory of speech.impaired. Since the
numbers of Native American students are small,’ it is difficult to discuss

‘ trends for this group. Hispanics tend to be under-enrolled in programs =N
for the gifted and talented, and over-enrolled in classes for the .
mentally retarded. There are some exceptions to this pattern in the -
states selected, notably Illinois and Florida. While not of principal
interest in this study, it appears to be still very much the case that
the greatest disproportions in enrollmenk in special education classrooms _
exist for Black students (with the exception of Massachusetts). . QE%

These tables, or those of the 1982 OCR survey, would provide
excellent sources from which to construct in-depth analyses such as that
conducted by Finn in 1982. It is unfortunate that such analyses are not
routinely carkried out for the benefit of educators serving CLDE students,
" but are dependeﬁt on the 1nterest and dedication of individual .
"« researchers. VL , . )
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California 4, 543 770 '

-
-

s 1 19.2 IR § I VIR .
+ " rexas "2 2,985,643 - . 21,0 (25 1Y LR
" " New York 3 1,659,245 9.5 1.4 f o
Florida .4, 857,898 8.8 - 5.9"“fﬁfﬂ“}ﬁ» g
Illinois .5 635,525 5.6 SRR WY B e
, | JNew Jersey . 6 .4917867" 6.7 B 1 S
. New Mexico = 7 | 476,089 Ty 36.6 o 33
\ ~Arizona 8 440,915 - 16.2. . 30
. " Colorado . 9 ' +339,300 11.7 . Y2430
, Michigan 10 - - "162,388 1.8 SO U LA l
. . . Pennsylvania 11 - 154,004 @ 1.3 . -b§141~5fﬂ I "
' Massachusetts 12 "+ 141,043 2.5 . LI Gl N Y Yoo
Connecticut 13 124,499 4.0 , RGN TP :
Washington . * 14 - 119,986 2,9 PRNE SR N '
Ohio ¢ L1 - 119,880 1.1 8 r
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Ca Dopltmnt of lduoition, Otﬂco for Civil Riqhu -
. , 1980 Bluontary and Secondary 8chools Civil Mqhu Survey
Sp«:ial Education Program Participation: by
Pmic_qnt Minority Composition of State
’1 + - N (S M_L
= , American - . _ L e
State - -.. . Indian . . Asian - - - Hispanic. ‘Black. ~ White
“California» - y . .
% of enrollment 8 7.1 26.1 11.9 64.7
» GXT 04 ’ 10-8 . 968 6.6 - 72. .
v _BMR o7 : 2,5 28.7 24.4 43,7 B
" TMR © ., .8 5.2 27.3 15.8 ° 51.3 .
" 8‘/1_.-‘..' .-5 . 409 ' 2600 9.2 59.‘ ‘
_l”‘. Vo SLD 08 1-7 2:1-9 12-9 ’ 62.8
':' * ‘ e
(;ploradc;. . |
_ % of enrollment. 6 L9 - 15.3 5.4 76.9 . B
" G/T _ A ' 3.0% 15.2 9.0 72.5 - ay
" EMR . 7 T 22.3. 12,3 64.1°
" . TMR " W2 ' 1.5 20.2 - 4,1 74.0
w 8/1 . h‘ ’ 2.2 ) 16-1 4-5 : 76.8«. v
- ED .6 ' 5 - 11.2 . 10,2 77.5 ,
» _SLD - -4. e i . 06 ’ 1506 609 76.5 .
Texas + &’ -'ﬁ‘ w
t of enrollment P 1.2 30.0. 16.6 52.0
G/T .1 1.7 15.7 11.2 71.3
EMR ‘ A o .3 30.0 -+ 38.5 3l.1
™R .1 . . 36.6 25.2 37.7
8/t . v ol Tl 27.0 - 18.4 56.8 .
ED ol 2 » 17.5: "~ 16.4 65.7 )
Y ) ep ol v 30.7 - 19.6 49.3 -
B " o -
f ‘ '
' . s - ‘ ¢
5
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5;7'8tato-f!¥ ~_Indian’ " . Asian Hispanic ' . Black White , - '

- . )

’ : ~ . . : .
o ~ Illinois ) o e, :
| L B e . _
T . % of entollment a0, 1.7 8.4 29.6 60.2
AR 6/ 1. 2.2 3.7 18.9 75.2
' " ~ BMR .4 T 4.2 58.8 35.9°
" STMR . . L7 .9 7.9 33.6. . 57.3
2 " 8/1 3 2.4 5.7 20.7 70.8 ..
\ " ED 1.7 7 ° .5 4.5 5.7 ° 57,5
" sLb 3 .9 5.1 24,2 .. 69.6
- i . T ' . o Vet ‘
‘ ;' Newyork [l ¢ | L Lo
A o
% of enrollment - .2 ) 2.4 . 18.4 . 20.9 57.1
. &/ - . 3 , - 6.6 - 13.4° 235 © 56.1° -
. ™ . EMR 2 .5 17.3 38.1 43.8 o
* . MR . W1 . s 16 24.3 32,3 41.6
- 8/1 .- .3 ' 1.6 - 8.2 15.1 74.9
*». "ED - v .l 3 ©o22,0 48.1 - 29,4
" SLD .2 .7 11.6 . 21.5 6640 .,
) ° . ' h.l )
l i '/ «” Id ’
2 Massachusetts . .
* o - - ’
v .. A x\
i % of enrollment .1 * 1.4 4.8 9.1 84.6 Y
" G/T 1 2.8 2.8 9.9 84.3 . |\
v " EMR .1 .4 6.2 5.4 - /89.8 {
‘ " TMR .0 1.1 3.2 1.1 94.6 -
" 8/1 -0 1.0 2.3 2.0 94,7 Vo
: " ED .3 3. 3.7 4.7 91.0
" SED .1 .2 C2.1 2.5 95,2
- e : !

Florida

I

$ of enrollment g 1 T .8

~

68.0 !

[ ] -
* -

_ 8.0 3.1
" G/T 0 v 1.3 1.5 . 302 94.0
" EMR RS | . o1 3.5 - 63.7 32.7
" MR B | 4 7.8 35.3 56.4
| . 8/1 .1 R . 4.9 "29.7 ¢ 64.7 -
. . ED . vl T 2 . 2,9 33.6 63.4 . ' '
w 8LD % . S 2 6.9 '29.2 63.7

Note. ' From DBS Corporation, 1980,  Elsment \ opdary school eivil - .
gta ' me~™of II. ERIC Dodumobt Reproduction -

S 1

Bervice NG. ED 219 470, March, 1982,
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cSﬁprisd 7.99% of the preschool through .l2th grade population in
' Florida. 1In some school districys in Florida, Hispanit students comprise -

Cey o N

ij» . o S :_

! . ‘\ N\ oA .
Analy £ sal.a;ad.statcl in the 1900 OCR 8urvoy and Qther State
.8tudies - : .

v

) California. VNarious \tudies conductad in California attest to the’
. movement that occurred in the period 1968~1974 when large numbers of

students proviously enrolled in EMH programs were documented as being .
seryved instead in’ Ef (educationally handicapped)‘plassea (Jones~Booker,
1977; Meyers, Macmillan, & Yoshida, 1978) (see Figure 2). Others report
thpt while earlier serious over-enrollment problems existed for Hispanic
stydents in special education classrooms, based on current data,
Hispanics are now seriously under-represented. The shift from
over~enrollment to under-enrollment is gttributed to 'current 1egialation
in California (A.B. 1870), which requires all districts to submit
incidence figures as a part of their Master Plans to eliminate the
"retarded” category (Pacheco, 1983)

Florida.. According to.a report issued in April-.1982, Hispanic students

even greater percentages of the school enrollment. In Dade County they

. make up 37.63% of the student population; in Hardee, 19.26%; in Collier,
- 19.09%; ih Hendry, 13.91%; and in Monroe, 13.01%. When statewide

percentages of Hispanics| are compared witp special education enrollments,
a pattern of under-enrollment, emerges in all programs except the TMR
program, where they are fore proportionately enrolled (State of Florida,
1982) . Since the data prksented is aggregated for-the entire state, it
isn't pogsible to analyze trends that may present themselves in those
counties with greater Hispanic enrcllment listed above. No figyres were
provided for other language groups. This dAta is very similar to the
data provided in the 1980-OCR survey, and it is presumed that. these are
the actual figuree submitted for that survey.

Massachusetts. In Juge of 1978, the Massachusetts Advocacy Center
released its repoftlggﬁggz\qggpardy: The Plight of Minority Students in
Special Bducation. 1In this ct, it was demonstrated that minority
genrollment rates in special ed Cation were significantly different from

’. the enrollment rates of nonminority students, that minority students were

disproportionately placed in the most restrictive programs, and that
minority gtudents were under-represented in special day and residential
prototypes. Ih their third report on the status of those districts first
cited, issued in December 198q, it was reported that four of the nine
school districts originally cited were no longer demonstrating.
disproportionate placements. 8igns of progress.were also reported in the

..other five distrigts, where attempts were under way to remedy the

situation (Massachusetts Advocacy Center, 1980). This effort to overcome

the reported prima facie denial of Hispanic and Black studentg' rights
was also the focus of a presentation made at the PFebruary 1981 Conference

on the Bxeeptional Bilingual Child (McDonnell, 1981). 1In the remedial

plans submitted, most of the original districts cited proposed’ programs .
that would review the placement .of minority students, hire -
bilingual/bicultural staff, provide inmservice training, refino assessment

" procedures, increase program alternatives available, improve the -

instrugtional ‘environment in special education classrooms, and make
. L : A ..

[ : ' Ty 't
1 . ' AT




&

Yy

-l '

A Comparison of Educable Mentally Retarded (EMR),
. Educationally Handicapped EH{.M Trainable
. Mentally Retarded (TN) 1967.74..
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0 ' N
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Note.. Prom Jones-Booker, R.. Bvaluation of educable mentally retarded
programs in California. (A report prepared by the California Advisory
Committee to the U.8, Commission on Civil Rights). ERIC Document

' Reproduction Service No, ‘144 326, May, 1977, p. 11.
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. additionhl, efforts to involve and train parents. A surface analyéis of
,the OCR.data reported in 1980 seems;to support the findings of the third
report :of the Massachusetts Advocacy Center. While these OCR figures .
represent all districts in‘the state and not just the districts cited, -
one could arg #,Lbasgd on/@ho two studies, that monitoring efforts
initiated ‘in Massachysetts seem to be jproducing the desired results. The
role that mopitoring/can play in achieving education equity is discussed
 later in*thiﬁ-rgpqrp7nfl R : ST v .
: I AP ¢

! A . o /
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')No yexsey. In a repoyt isgued by ‘the New Jersey State Department of
rlnq'ogbion;fanOVGmbbr}lgaﬂﬂthf following findings wére reported:

L A R T Lo '

. fly o Within thé;ztate QtLy _faepéhy a disproportion exists between
S 'Wh4t°,¢hd,ffCiél?Qtthé‘minogiﬁ%mﬁﬁudengs.in the classiftcation .
of children as handicapped. . - .° . R
/t. I ' TR ,¢:, \ S Y . ’/I'

v

N ‘4 _", : 'r. 'I A -, . ‘ "!’ . . "l_' . ’ .
’;/,2{E;Thia}didPVOpqtbdonfié primarily ‘found in the EMR and. ED

jfclgsﬁiﬂ@oatibns,'ﬁ}%h Hiespanics and 'Blacks having a higher
,.43';p§rgqqntatipr, ' SN ' - . i B

,’I’ A , ’ , ’,"/:/’, . o ) . oo .
u*f;Qr"Many,indiv;dbal school districts evidence excessive rates of
/% ' disproportion that cannot be explained by unique local

4
’

' ,*4;;&n§w'sgé students have an increased chance of being labeled as

-‘..-',".""" . , .'./, . : -.:, ,",’-
e The /asgeasment practices used with minority youngsters were
. cited ag contributing to’the disproportionate enrollments found.
- ,/,ffDa;g’uaed for thias study were collected in a survey covering the
. period 1979-1980, Evidence of disproportionate enrollment in other
categorical programs for minority groups is also given in this study

(quni et .al., 1980). - i .

_ m._(bo"éal Bducation Agency) Studies. o L " :f ,
 vAccordihg to a report issued by the U.8. Department of Commerc; News on
July 17, 1981, there are 25 cities in the United States with Hispanic
‘populations of 50,000 or more (The National Hispanic Center for Advanced

: 'p Studies and Policy Analymis, 1982). Thepe cities are located in 10

states: Arizona, California, Colorado} Florida, Illinois,’ New Jersey,

New Mexico, New'York, Pennsylvania, and Texas (see Table 10) . Because of

the magnitude of the task of reportihg on enrollment patterns in ,

individual districts in the U.S8., three districts have been selected. to

serve as examples, those ranking first, second, and third in terms of

their Hispanic population figures. Additionally, a report that

identified 100 cities with disproportionate minority enrollment based oqfwﬂﬁﬁh
. 1978 OCR data will be brietlg:roviewed. : Ay !
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_ " PABLE 10 :
25 Citioa with Hispanic Populations of 50, 000 Or More

R AR

4

[

L R [ AR it M i A i

K3

Rank

-

Cities N Population

1 .New York 1,405,957

2 : Los Angeles . 815,989

3 Chicago 422,061
"4 San Antonid 421,774

5 Houston 281,224

6 El Paso 4 265,819 _

7 Miami . " 144,087 - SN

8 San Jose 140,574 ’

9 San Diego 130,610

. 10 Phoenix 155,572

11 Albuquerque 112,084

12 Dallas =~ 111,082

13 . Corpus ; 107,908

14 Hialeah* 103,175

15 Denver © 91,937 S
16 Santa Ana 90,946 S
17 Laredo 85,076 : :
18 San Francisco 83,373

19 ' Tucson . R 82,189

20 Brownsville 71,139

21 Austin 64,766 T
22 Philadelphia 63,570 - e
23 Newark 61,254 '

24 'Fresno . . 51,489

25 % Long Beach \ 50,700
»: o . »

Note. From D 8. Department of Commerce News, July 17, 1981 CB81-118 as cited
in The National Hispanic denter for Advanced Studies and Policy Analysis,

1982, p. 8.
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New York City. As can be sean in Table 10, New York City ranks first

in Hispanic population in tH® United States. Hispanics havd been .
documented .as comprising 40% of the handicapped children in the city
(Linares, 1983). In a report issued in July 1980, which used October
1979 data, the following findings were generated about New York City
enrollments: (a) While specific districts demonstrated disproportionate
representation for those students referred to special education, citywide
referrals were ethnically proportionate; (b) Hispanics were:
_uﬁde??reprasented in SLD -Resdiirce Room Programs; and (c) Hispanics were
the most severely under~represented group in 'private school placements
for EH and EMR students (Tobias et al., 1980). These findings were again
demonstrated in a report issued in March 1982  (Tobias et al.). These

reports point to the need tq.collqét data on a district-by-district basis

rather than citywide,. the need to look at public versus private school

enrollment by ethnic group, and the need to study enrdllment by program
. type and to analyze the pgssible reasons students are under-represented
(e.g., 'lack of staff to pfovide cgrtain types of programs).

Los Aﬁgplca. Limited data sources were 4ocated specific to Los.

Angeles, although unquestionably such data exists in quantity. 1In’the
OCR data reported in 1978, several patterns of disproportionate -
enrollment were apparent. These patterns are highly similar to the
national trends of under- and over-enrollment of Asian and Hispanic’
students reported earlier (Killalea Associates, Inc., 1978). Using data
from the same year, the Los Angeles Division of Special Education issued
a compliance plan that described .its ingent to improve services delivered
to LES/NES (limited- and non-English-speaking) students in’ the district.
The plan defines assessment procedures, ptggram d lopment efforts, .
staff hiring and training efforts; and parental involvement efforts that
would be .undertaken to improve the_disproportipnate enrollment pattern
that existed at the time for LES/NES students within the Division of
Special Education (Los Angeles Unified School District, 1979). Using’'Los
Angeles as an example, the need to compare enrollment figures not only on

the basis of ethnic/racial composition, but also om the basis of language

proficiency levels is demonstrated. In this manner it is possible to
respond to evaluation, programming, staffing, and ‘parental needs based on
linguistic needs. - . - ' .

Chicago. Ranking third in Hispanic pop&iation in the nation, Chicago _
also deffonstrates serious disproportionate enrollment patterns. Compared
with White students, Hispanic students were consistently under-—
represented in special education, only half as likely as_White studénts
to get special education services at all. Chicago also demonstrated the

pattern geen in New YorR City, where there were huge variations from one .

admindstrative district to another and from one ‘school to another in
terms of referral and placement rates. Even though the rates of
enrollment for Hispanics were notably low, there were still questions
raised regarding whether or ndt students were appropriately placed anl
served (Pesigns for Change, 1982) (Figure 3). Three reasons were cited
as cayses for the Hispanic under-representation: the use of bilingual |
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‘. PFIGURE 3. :
Rates of Patticipation in
Various Special Bducatioh Programs
’ . in Chicago by Ethnic Group .
~(1980-81 School Year) = .
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icago's classes £Or ‘the mentally 'ret rded. ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. 231 910, December, 1982. p. 27.“Reprinted;by permission,. - .
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~ education programs to serve Hispanic handicapped children, the lack of S e .
bilingual special education teachers, and the existence of administrative - . '
. . diraectives designed to discourage the referrals of LEP Hispanic students '
¢ »  to special education (Designs for Change, 1982). Since this. report does
o not diaaggrcgato limitod»Bnqliahrprofic1ent (LEP) from English-proficient .. . ..
: Hispanic students, it is difficult to substantiate the causes cited in - "3-'

.- explaining the under- enrollmeént pattern. However, since 1981 _ L .
substantial efforts have been under way in Chicago to document the need L
for specialized services to be developed and delivered to B : '
limited-English-proficient (LEP) Hispanic students. Using the October, - ,
1982 special education count taken, it was documented that 2,311 LEP ' L

. handicapped students were enrolled in special ‘education classrooms .k U
citywide. These students came from 38 non~English~1anguage backgrounds. °
Hispanics constituted 88% of the population (2,030 students), the second
' largest population was Italian (41 students), and the next 10 language -
groups ranged from 33 to 11 students per language group. Due to.the
clear domination of Hispanic students in Chicago's LEP’ population, -
specific etforts have been under way to 1mprove service delivery\to this
group. - . . . . . ‘3 .

In 1982, 38 Spanish-speaking teachers were identified as"currently IR
holding special education positions in the district. It was documented ' '
at that time that an additional 58 such teachers were required to serve

. the reported population. In addition, there was a need for small numbers o
of special education teachers speaking Italian, Arabic, Vietnamese, S
Korean, and Assyrian., Eight districts in the city accounted for 83% of ;
the LEP handicapped population, with 21% enrolled ‘in a single district.

'Learning disabilities teachers made up 47%3\of the bilingual special , S e
_education staff and EMH teachers made up 22% (Benavides, 1983). o
Chicago's efforts in collecting data specific to the needs of the ‘LEP
-handicapped population serve as a very useful model for other districts
to follow. This interest in specialized data collection initially ~
pointed to improvements needed in;the reporting techniques used. Once an .
accurate accounting of students was accomplished, the patterns that
emerged were very useful for program planning and staff development

. efforts. Ar additional procedure worth noting is the use of a local
prevalence.rate to- .predict and monitor enrollment patterns, rather than-
the use of a national-figure.- All of the comparisons and predictions

'made in Chicago use a 10.58% prevalency rate (local rate) rather than 12%
(predicted national »ate) as is commonly used in many studies (Benavideu,
1984) . . . . ‘

+

‘Disproportionate Representation Of Liuited-Bnglioh—ﬂpcakinq/ﬂon*EnQI1lh
) Spoaking (LBS/NBS) Pupilc - . o o .
Using OCR data oolleoted in 1976. a special summary was accomplished , o :
~which listed and ranked 100 districts: in the nation which most appear to I &
" warrant investigation for discrimination in the disproportionate o o
placement of LES/NES pupils. Of these districts, the proportion of LEP .
students enrolled in speoial education classes ranged from 7% to 1008, o

. -
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Sixteen districts had all of ghoit limited-English-proficient (LEP)
_8students enrolled in special education settings. More than 40 of the
cited districts had 50% or more of their LEP students in special
education classes. While actual numbers of LEP stiudents ij a given

.+ district may have been small, this apparent 1hdiscriminaﬁ§’use of -special
education classes to serve LEP students warrants further Anvestigation
(Killalea Associstes, 1978), Such information s useful to program
planners and improves on the reporting of data purely by ethnic/racial
categories which maska the‘noedé of the LEP subpopulation. . This_report

™ could have far greater impact if the data were analyzed, if follow-up
monitoring in the cited districts were accomplished, and if the findings
were made available %9 interested educators. : : _

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONAL BILINGUAL STUDENT POPULATIONS = S ‘ |
{ In this section a brief summary of published information is provided for . '
"~ the following groups: Native American, migrant, preschool, and LEP ' s
handicapped students. Readers with a special interest in any of these .- .
groups are referred to the original sources for a more comprehensive
treatment of the issues briefly summarized here. ~°'

Amer ican Indian Exceptional-Students

- Table 1 provides data regarding the language groups served in

.'Bilingual/Bicultural programg for American Indiar and.Alaskan Native
students in 1981. As can be seen in this chart, while some language
groups are reported separately, the bulk of this population is listed in ~
an undifferentiated cagegory. Projecting needs-for this group is - L
bomplicated'by such reporting procedures. When attempting to consider .
the needs of the handicapped within this larger population, few resources
could be located that provided such information, While by no means

comprehensive or representative of all American Indian populd&ions, the & - ;%
Annual Report of the Bureau of Indian’ Affairs (BIA) Advisory Coimittee - o
for Exceptional Children, which lists the number of handicapped children ' i v

tecelving special, education and related getvicés by category in BIA

schools, is one of the few published documents available regarding a

portion of this population. Table 11 provides this data for the years

1980 and 1981. : ‘ . )
. Ag can bé seen in these tables, large numbers of children are served o o

in three categories: mentally retarded, speech impaired, and learning '

digsabled. The LD category serves more than half of the students enrolled

in special education settings. The so called "hard" .categories of

physical or sensory impairments have very low enrollments.: These . , o

findings deserve comprehensive analysis to determine the causes for such . ' 4

patterns. The relatively low identification of deaf and hearing impaired '

children deserves special attention dueito the prevalence of hearing'loss

for this group documented by Btewart ~(1983). In addition to this limited

report, several sources were located that doocument staffing pac;efns. In . '. N
- general these sources point to the need for staff, and specifically the , %
need for American Indian special education personnel, to properly serve ~$ o

existing populations of .students (Anderson & Andorson,.l983;.3}h Advisory .
Committee for Exceptional Children, 1981, 1982;.Fracek, 1981, 1982;

\ . . '.“" . [ % -
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TABLE 11

Affairs

Hard of Hearing

Bureau of Indian Affairs. Advisory Committee for Exceptional Children.

The second annual report to the Depattment éf the Interior.

Washington, D.C.:

_U.8. Dept. o

Education: Programs, November 1981.-

Bureau of Indian: Atfaira. Advisory cOmmit:too for Exceptional Childreqw
Interior. '

The
mmh

v mduca‘tlim Proqrama,

third an
ington,

.
D.C.t U.8., Dept., of the Interior, .o

Noveitber 19812,
: 30

I

. ,
/

of the Interior, office of Indian :

&3

’)AREAS - TN LS #.?m . y
Aberdeen 87 9 1 355 4 8 9 _ 6 LUI5% 10 1 865
‘Albuguerque  » . 2 0 S5 0 3 3 o0 .8 2 o 298 |
Ansdarko im0 0 71 0 0 0  Ff S T N :
Billings - 35 0 32 0 5 ) 1 mssr 0 0 12 ., :
Eastern 73 1 1 S8 0 2 0 1 s 3 0 2304 .
* 4 Junea 47 4 1 16 0 2 0 2 194 5 0 2 wl
_ Minneapolis 5 4 0 49 0 2 3 2 2 .3 0 9 .
Muskogee } 0 o0 ©O0 0 0 0 _0 - 14 15 /' |
Navajo 195 93 0 200 19 106 12 3 1021 122 0 M )
. Phoenix N 34 0 0 4 2 40 2 20 37 17 0 38 /
. & Portland 2 15 0 s 0 6. 1 -0 97 3 0. 184 /
- Institutionalized ., . 4. 0" 9. | 0 30 2 0 7 120 O 213 VA _ ;
Total 612 133 12 869 25 24 3 24 2388 303 | 4624 ' K
Number of Handicapped Children Recetving .
. Spacial Education and Ralated Services ’ , ) f»l
* . (Dscember 1981 Child Count) n
AREAS . |
Avardesn 2227 | 20f & a6 [ 2 136 | 6 | 8 |assy2 | 3 P1us 3
. \ . .
_ Albuguerque is] 2l o | sel ol 2| 21 0 Jamwia [ o 23 "
Anadarko - 8] ol ol 2ol 2{ 0ol o | ] ol o] s
Billings sl sl o |l aa] o (13 | o of sa]2[o 59
Lastern es| 21 3 | safvo |22 | s | 6 lasef 2|0 | a3 ’
Junesu a3l 2l ol ast x| 3| o ] 1 jre3af s | 0,4 271 )
Minnespolis sl of o [ 75t o 72 1o 2] sefl a {0 | wsf - ,
Auskoges * 2| @l o ["oflolololoflo]al 1 4
Navajo 239 f 62 ) 1 Jasa | 9 fes |20 | 3 Haoaslmn } o 169*
! Phoenix 34 0l o [ sr | 1.130 1t o | 282 |13 0 432
.. portland 16l o) o [ o | 72| a]ls fanla2 o[ 16
P pnetacuttonatteed {179 ] ol 8 | o o 33 f olo.| ofe}o 283 -
oy - .. /r , ~
TOTAL_. 7136 | o2 fae Jovp a3 Jaex | 25 |28 2ser aw ] 1 [ 4nse)
" Note. Sources: '
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. Ramirez & Tippeconnic, 1979). Two South Dakota studies point to a T
serious special education over-Onrollment probleém in. that state, with
.17-18% of American Indians enrolled in special education versus an 118
school enrollment rate (Fracek, 1981, 1982). These studies also document ...
. that American Indian staff make up only 1. 58 of the "full-time" employees -
for schools which have a combined rate of American Indian student ' o !
L enrollment of 118, - : '
A
Gathering complete data for this population hinges on first
accurately defining who is considered American Indian and then gathering .
‘ " comprehensive data in a variety of education settings, including public
- schools, BIA schools, and residential facilities, as wel&‘ as ,
. out-of-school.youngsters aged 3-21. The need for such data is critical.

ﬂigrant Bxcoptional Students o ' ‘ ' | -

o ¢ Migrant atudents are a significantly underserved group in regard to . .
. ' special education and related services (Serrano, 1982; U.S. General o Lo T
s Accounting Office, 1981). Assessing data is extremely problematic “For .
thia pcpulation of students. “In many states no figures are available to
" show the number of migrant handicapped atudents, but in those with data,
. the figures suggest serious under-repreaentation Pproblems.
; " In alspecial issue of Exceptional Children (April 1982), various _
° authors pointed out the plight of migrant exceptional students. Frith
explained that while.it is difficult to estimate the number of students
~ in need of service, it is likely that the number is disproportionately a
. high due to psychosocial disadvar'tages, minimal emphasis on migrant
education in many localities, and limited continuity in educational . . =~ i
programming. Perry stated that there is no accurate count of students '
identified or eligible for services, the types and relative frequency of-
- handicapping conditions are unknown, the count of students being served
is.not known, and the types of service being received by those served are - '
also not well-documented. Baressi proposed that the reasons migrant
handicapped children are not identified are because many children are
never enrolled in'school, because they drop out early, or because their _
teachers do not become familiar with their needs due to sporadic ' o e
attendance and frequent changes in enrollment. Mobile handicapped -
children may move before they are placed in a program even when
assessment is accomplished. and those who are assessed may not be .
adequately assessed due to language and culture barriers. Phecha and 1
Ward found that of those students identified, more tended to demonstrate
serious or obvious conditions and thus were more'likely to be referred. - .
It was also noted that the development and transmission of IEP's caused s -
probjems in providing a continuous and /appropriate eduication program to '
. jt<-such gtydents even if identified and placed. The combined f£indings of .
) /the sources given paint a picture of a group which is underidentified,
" poorly assessed, which receives inadequate programming, lacks continuity .
; J in gervices, and which may e‘entually drop out of school entirely. o J T
Loa ‘f Figures ﬂor this group are almost nonexistent. ' : ‘
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‘Preschool Exgeptional Children

As stated earlier in this report, preschool children constitute one aof
the underserved groups principally because the bulk of services are aimed
. at elementary school children. Notrpli preschool children attend a
preechool or day care program.. Those who do participate in, a variety of

settings including public school programs, private day care and preschool

programs, or Head Start programs, to name a few. Thus gathering data on

N

this group would require compilindlanyhexisting'figurea from all. of theseé-

settings. o
As with the American Indian handicapped population, one source .
regularly published. which permits some analysis of trends regarding this
population is the-Annual Report to the Congress of the U.8. Department of
Health and Human Services regarding sexvices provided to handicapped
children in Head Start programs. ~In 1§s eighth annual report (1981), it
was reported that 12% of children enro
were handicapped. Of these, approximately 59% were qpeech'impaired;'12%
were health impaired; 7% were emotionally disturbed; 6% were mentally
retarded, orthopedically handicapped, or learning disabled; 4% were
' hearing impaired, and 3% were visually impaired. Less than.5% were deaf
,or blind (U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services, 1981). This report
also documented that 8,70% of 'students enrolled in Indian Pr¢grams and
6.91% of those engolled*in migrant programs had been identified as
handicapped. In the ninth annual report these percentages hadhrisen to
10.41% in Indian programs and 11% in migrant programs (U.S. Dept. of- '
Health and Human Services, 1983). Since Section 13(e) of the Economic - -

Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended (P.L. 93-644), requires that'no less”

than 108 of the total enrollment in Head Start programs. be handicapped
students, the total percentage of students reported is not as meaningful
as the separation of that ‘population into the different categories.

Other than the Indian and migrant subdivisions, we have no idea what
proportion of the total population reported as handicapped are CLDE
children. This report does confirm, however, the high proportion of
children identified as speech impaired, a statistic also documented . in
OSEP data (U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services, 1981). This tendency
to identify large percentages-of handicapped preschool children as ‘speech
impaired, as compared to the schqol aged handicapped population which has
half this percentage served in the speech impaired category, warrants

futher examination. Particular iriterest could be paid to the Head Start
getting where the mandate to serve a certain percentage may increase the

identification of children as. speech impaired. -

Services at-the preschool level, while not adequately defined, do
' point to & need to ensure that diagnostic and instructional staff are
adequately trained to identify disabilities and to intervgne with CLDE.
children. - - ' i S, o S e

Limitod¥5h91iuh-Proficioni Exceptional seudinte.

As was seen in the analysis of LEA data, some efforts have been made to
collect information regalding the number of LEP students An special
education settings. However, typically we have no, idea what range-of

2 .
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o . '»protioionoy in roprolontod 1n the LEP: catcgory. 8tudiea that report on -
BRI - LEP studento need to specify the oritoria used to define proficiency
4 .+ ‘“levels, the range of protioionoy considered’ LEP, the native language: g )
.. ability of LEP students reported, and ethnic background of reported LEP : )
o ' studdnta. Such refinements in the way data is reported coﬁld provide -
' . -more usable 1n£ormation ﬂo -program: plannors. , o ‘ L
8 ) . " N

‘ A major study that providos informatfon on tho LEP population in thq
-+ -United States is the Children's English .and Sarvices Study conducted by e S
e J. Michael O'Malley-.(l981, 1982). Other general sources that hgve. = - UL
a -~ reportedon the ‘humber of noannglinh—language baokgrouhd and LEP '
+ ‘students include a'study by Oxford, Pol, Lopez, Stupp, Gendell,  and Peng

R 2' ‘(1981) and qensus ﬁntormat#on gathered in 19680 (Knerr, 1982; Waggoner,- e
oL - 1982) . While tneao atudioa'havd'béen used by educators to gather '
- ' basolino-data 'upon which to-make projpctions of the numbers of " R

RN bandicapped LBEﬁohildrsn_nldpArticular.oateqorios,_thoy.p;ouidgwno““;"

R « ooncrete’ inﬂormotion regarding CLDE‘ohﬂldren. Thus, it is unfortunate
- that the bulk of ~atudies gegarding LEP students do not' report on disabled o _
'R © ' LEP students, and’ 'the bylk of roports genekated to document the numbers . - ‘ oy
o 3 . of handioapped onildren do not report effeotively about the LEP subgroup.n:W ‘ ' |
S , ' BSeveral stud‘ies and reports were 1ocate<? that do provide intormatidn _
" . regarding the LEP handicapped group. The data reported earlier on . STy .

L . Chicago is such a'study. Three other studie’ were located. Two of these = . |

R *. studies were conducted ih California. | - R R

/ In Hay of 1983 thp Nationql Center for Bilingual Research Lssubd a. -
’ - report eptitled Communication Disorders in Limited and Non-English . '
Proficieht Children, conducted by Linda Carpenter. The major findings of v '
this report are as ﬂollowa: . . ; : | '
1. Approximotely 30& of’ the ohildren served by the aurvoy L .
~ + respondénts wete _reported to be LEP/NEP, which contrgdicts * N
. district. lqvel data suggesting that LEP/NEP comhunicatively )
. disordered chleren comprised less than 1% of the students .
. o served.-w- Lo Co . . o a
. B o X . Lo .
P 24 The types of diaorders demonstrated byaLéP/NEP communicatively
‘ disordered students\were of the same ‘typé and f;equency aa.thoae
in the general Commu'loat1Ve1y Impnired {CI) population.

| ) : ';gd an 1norease in the number of .
) e o LE /NEP.studants in-eeN({Bf speﬂbh and 1nngubge servioes in the\

‘/ . v. ) "
"‘°A:-_~-.- §

Qddohtion programs inﬁluencee ‘speech

o 4. . The presonpo of q’s{" 1 |
’ (¢ eraoeivod. e S o

.+ # and language services| . ‘ -
: 8 R | S
a8 o Of the LEP/NEP studints servcd, 82 710 wvere of Spanish 1anguage '
| background,* 13.708% were of Asian 1hnguago baokground, and 3 59% were of

S dthcr langdage baoW‘IO““ds* ‘4.5 : ‘ e~
'. .uv o IS . L '“’g.’ o . . . ’ | ‘
ﬁ:‘ a%*% Vo ! . ) I""“" L "f;‘. ¥ \ A |
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. ‘A more oomprgbenaiva atudy'ot anfatudentafwaa recantly completed by
"Cegelka, Rodriguoz, Lewis, Pacheco, and Santa Cruz, of the San Diego
"State Universfty'(1984). This report examines current state practices in

["‘ ‘educating handicapped LEP students of 11 disability types. The report
y -*-generatea information regarding the presentation of LEP students in

Al

o ‘}./,

apeoial eduoation, the prevalence of LEP in peoial education gettings as

‘~ oomparad to the total school population, thé prevalence of LEP students

by Handicapping category, and the prevalence of. identification as

handicapped for each of six language subgroups. The only significant
differences found in this study were in the case of prevalence of LEP
under "th& categories of SED and Other Health Impaired. For all other

categories, while differences were ‘found, they were not! significant. The

prevalence of handicapping conditions was documented as 11.08% for LEP
students and 8.01l% for the general student population, while the .
provalonce of limited English proticienoy was reported as greater among
~ thé genaraI"acﬁool population (11.01%) than among the handicapped

'populatidn (7.368),. Th& study gathorad information on district practicaa

: relative to identification, scrrening, assessment, 1EP development, and

progranm placement as well as on due proeess procedures, parent ¢

participation, and perceived teacher inservice training needs. A second

portion of the.study focused on the idontifioation of promising praoticea_,'

. in the educational service delivery fdf handicapped LEP students. The \
£indings of this study and the recommefdations made for future research,’
concerning the LEP handicapped population promise to be very useful to~:
educators planning progradb for CLDE. students, especially along
qualitative lines, S

'

A final study located was one conducted by Gilbert L. Delgado in 1980

' concerping hearing impaired children with non-native home languages.
This study found that an estimated 7% of childreh from non-

English*upeaking homes in the U. 8. were hearing impaired.. Of the - .

programs ‘sucveyed, 40% reported at least-one oBild from a.non- .
English-speaking. hoid. Of -the group of children from
nonwsngliah-apeaking homes, 51% had additional handicaps. . The study also
reports on numbers of hearing impaired children from outside the U. 8.,
and GOCuménta instructional practices implemented with the students.in
_the programs surveyaed. .While thé study does: document that the numbers of
hearing- impaired cnildren fr.om non-native~languaqo homes are increasimg,
impOrtant information regarding the proficienoy of ‘the students is
miseing. Due to lack of communication witﬁxthe home, respondents were
often pot cortain of the language spoken there, 80 thlo'inrormation is
also 1acking. However,. a total’of 21 languaq: other ‘than English were
reported, th! predominant language being Spanish, followed by Portuguese,
Vietnamese, &nd several Bast Indian languages and dialects.’ A

.'_ cont;ibution made by the study is the delineation of specific araa‘ in

-which research is: nesded regarding this population under the broad
oatagoriea of aaaoaament. languaga. qulture. and domography.

’

”3 ; In aummary, Varioun athdiea ‘do exiat that provide information about .

. the nsp handicapped population. All of .the studies condugted thus far' ,
“have 1imitations. ‘Those that point ¥o specific needs for future research
have made important oontributiona in defining the zcopa and nature of

"~‘such ‘efforts, | .. .
\ - ’ \.‘.. \ , A
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uoummm THE DELIVERY or suavrcss 70 cn'nn smnmsa e
RECOMMENDED PRACTICES SR

xBy oollooting accurato and oomprohonsivo data regarding the QLDE
population,*more fruitful monitoring activities could take placo." These
. would include analyzing the acciracy of refetrals of CLDE.students made

by classroem teachers; the ability of current’ assessment practices and

'‘personnel to diagnose disabilities for the CLDE group, the accuracy of

placements made for 'CLDE students, the effectivenesp of instructional -

. services dolivored. ‘and the. adequacy of programs and staff selacted to

meet ‘the specific needs of' CLDB students. . Monitoring efforts conducted

thus far have been undertaken by the Office of Civil Rights, community

action groups, .court actions, or the result of state or district

‘self~-checks initiated due to the desire to understand service patternn.

€ [ Y .

Monitoring rccommondations mado in the documents used for.this report
include the following (Benavides, 1984; Designs for Change, 1982; - .

Jonol~BooHQr, 19773

1., 8chool districts should oolloct and analyze 1h£ormation

regarding the number of referrals to special education by
languagoaproficioncy level, within each ethnic ggoup by
individual attendance center. Such diaaggregationfia sorely
needed 1n_tho data reported. .
/ .

2, 8chool districts should report the numbars of CLDE placements in
.various special education programs by type of placgment
(resource room, private school placement, etc.). Effectiveness
of placements-.should. be monitored. especially thoae that are

“more restrictive. N

»

3. The utato education agency (SEA) should conduct an- 1n0oagigation
in any school system that demonstrates aisproportionato patterns
of minority enrcllment, both for the possible misclassifica
of children and. the adequacy of so:vices received ‘{

-3

4. The SEA ahould Greates positive incentives. (i.e., funding) for?)

" the school districts to classlfy and serve CLDE children -

accurately. PR
5. ' Districts should develop epooial administrative polioieo that
~ _encourage solutions ke problems of misclasoitication and
diaproportionato enrollment for CLDE students.

6. SEA ataft rosponsiblo for monitoring.prog:ama ‘ghould be
® representative of the populations they sérve. Minority .
representation in’'such staffs is important. .

'-_ 7. Monitoring otforto.nood to take place on site, -not through,

‘reports. Follow-up visits are: roaqpmended. Funding for these
activities ahould be provided.

~




Sa . 8. nntoroonont proooduros nood to be dpvoloped.- rinanoial control
. ' iq guggoatcd.h = S - T

jg//ﬁrhoh aeudonts are moved out o£ a oatOgorioal program, special
~ cttorta -should be undortakon to monikor treatment and progress.

- 10, Transition from a bilingunl/EBL program to the generdl education
: ' classroom is an important  juncture to study. Many bilingual -

students are referred to special education at ‘this time of
} transition. S

, 11. Emphasis lhould bo on. providing preretorral solutions in ‘the C
general education or bilingual classroom; in addition, distriocts .
should provide training to educators regarding how to identify

] ethnolinguistic minor{ty students in need of referral.
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A CRITICAL LOOK AT TESTING AND EVALUATION = *
FROM A CROSS-CULTURAL PERSPECTIVE -

"' Ena Vazquez Nuttall - N e Lo
Patricia.Medeiros Landurand o h e - ' S
Patricia’Goldman e : ' . T

t .
? a1

. . |
This paper attempts to define and describe the target population and . i
‘discuss the common problems in distinguishing a "disability" from a ' . |
cultural or linguistic difference. The legal mandates impacting on the -
assessment of linguistically and culturally different students are |
summarized. A brief summary and review of the research on the uyses and |
misuses of standardized assessment instruments are presented; in !
additjon, the most common' approaches being practiced in the field of |
nondiscriminatory assessment are described and critically analyzed.

viable alternative nondiscriminatory assessment and evaluation ' |
techniques, approaches, d recommended model practices are recommended. v o
Finally, recommendations in the area of cross-cultural assessment and ]
. evaluation will be made for local, state, and federal educators who are
involved in either the development of policies or the implementation of
services to culturally and linguistically different students who may or
may not have exceptional needs.

) . WHO.IS OUR TARGET popur.m'xou? - L T

This paper focuses on a group of children identified as linguietically

and culturally different, children who are native epeakers of a language ¢
bther than English. It includes both.children from immigrant -families

and children from native-born American families who speak languages other

than English. In defining thisg population, it must be remembered that in
identifying a child as a member of a particular language group, one Jqust

not separate the language from the particular cultural context in which g . -
it is spoken. Different cultures may share ‘a’ common' language and yet ‘ '
vary greatly in cultural values: iPrench~speaking children from Haiti,

Canada, and France, for example, repreeent very different cultural and .
linguistic populatione-

. . , .
A LI

Therefore, although the term inguietic minoritz studen refers to a®
student who is a native speaker of a language other thgn English, within
this category there is wide diversity. The term may r
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those students of .varying degrees of literacy who have just migrated with
their families to the United States; to students who are living in the

' United States and learning both languages simultaneously; to second
generation students who prefer- to speak English at school and their .
‘native languages at home; and finally, to migrant children who may be

A}
.o,

represented in any of the above descriptiops.” K

. b

The-term”culturall"andilin uistically different exce tional children

S ¥ -] defined as those individuals who exhibit disctepancies in growth and
" +development due to health-related impairments, hearing impairments, °

mental retardation, orthopedic-related handicaps, serious emotional R
disturban&oa, learning disabilities, speech impairments, or visual R

impairments (Advisory Board of Access, 1981). - Thle linguistic levels of .

these children would fall at varying peints-on-a-eontinuum.” At one end ~ .7 U
of the continuum are the mopolingual speakers of the first language

(L1) . Then we ‘have the dominant~L) .speakers who ha!e,sbme English

ability. In the middle of the continuum are the apparently bilingual .

\studbnta with comparable.préficienqy‘1n both languages. Many of our

exceptional students fall within the middle of this continuum as
*semilinguals.” A child defined as a semilingual is-a child who is. _ .
displaying equally  poor ability in both languages.. This- kind of student: _ . \

34

"is unable to perform cognitive tasks in either' language. According to
Cummins (1976), the threshold level of language develvpment needed to
.function academically has not been reached by this child. Next on the

~continuum are the English-dominant students with some Ly -ability.

Finally there are the monolingual-English students.

~ Although categorical definitions.have often served to label studénts,,.
isolate them, and deny them equal access to educational programs, a brief .

description of each of the major categories is useful.. S Lo T

The first:widely used category is-that of mental r#taraation.
According to the American Aasociatiqn-bf*Mentallbeticiency (AAMD) :

o

Mental retardation refers to signficantly sub-average .
general 1ntdllectu§}:functioning existing concurrently with '
‘deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the. v,
developniental period. (Grossman, 1977) \ . . :
. : . : o C - J
) : * : : v o" - RS
In this definition, "intellectual functioning® refers to results of = . S
individual intelligence tests and "significantly sub-average" refers to & /_(
an IQ score more.than two standard deviations below the mean. “"Adaptive . >// TN
behavior® refers to the degree to which the individual meets personal .
independence and social responsibility d@xpected of his or her age and ° /

/.

“cultural group (Grossman, 1977).

The socioeconomic and cultural and linguiséic‘bias of standardized

 tests, particularly IQ tésts, has led to questioning the value of using

these tools with limited~English-proficient students as well as with
other cultural and linguistic minority studonts.{Colek 1981 Laosa,: o
1977; Oakland & Matuszek, 1977; Olmedo, 1981). T
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' Mercer (1973) discovered. that of those persons who would have bgbo: P
" labeled mentally retarded if their classification depended solely on teat i:jx/““

' .scores, a full 84% had completed eight‘gradas*ot moré in school, 83% had . C
held a job, 80% worq\tinancially independent or housewives, and almost
100% were able to do‘their own shopping or travel.alonhe. . - C
Culturally and linguistically different students are most affected by
the process of standardized testing. Unfamiliar test content, ‘attitudes .
of examiners who may be unfamiliar with the ¢hild's culture, the | o
‘students' limited proficiency in English, language variations, - o e
unfamiliarity with test conditions,’ and lack of motivation to perform o a
o, Well on the test are all critical factors that influende a student's o
"~ performance on atandardized tests. Therefore, the label "mentally = "~
retarded,” traditionally arrived at through intelligence tests, is a very
misused classification with linguistic, cultural, and racial minority
students. ‘ . : A S
A seoond exceptional category is the behaviorally disordered.
According fo Rhodes and Tracy!(as clted in Ambert & Dew, 1982), : o
 characteristics of behaviorally disordered students fall into two - - - o
categories: hyperactive-aggressive.and fear ful-withdrawn. ' Some . -
- gharacteristics that appear in many definitions include an inability to
" learn that cannot be explained by other factors, difficulty in relating:
to others, inappropriate behavior under normal circumstances, general
unhappiness, and development of physiecal symptoms for personal issues
.‘Ambert'& Dew,'l982). ‘ . . . o h .

K "gfstic minority students, particularly recent immigrants, may
underdwhiktreme stress and culture shock and may exhibit, temporarily,
signs’ of behavior disorders. In|additien, culturally different students,
who may be behaving appropriately for their own cultural groups, may be

~ peen as behaving abnormally in this society's context and'may be’
\ erroneously labeled as emotionally or behaviorally disordered. On the
A other hand, linguistic minority students exhibiting extreme signs of

. emotional disorders may not be identified because their behavior may be

explained away in terms of cultural differences. R :

A third category, that.ofwlearnihé diéabled, is defined in’P.L..
\94-142-a81 o ’ : T )

-

- : - : H

Specific L-~D means a disorder in one or more of the basid

psychological processes involved in understanding ‘or. in
\ ‘ueing a language, spoken or written, which may manifest . ° ‘
; itself in an. imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, — o
" read, write, spell or do math calculations., The term T
"\ learning disabled does not refer to students who have g
‘ \ Jearning problems which are primarily the result of visual,.

\hoaringi’or motor’ handicaps or mentally retarded or
1

R .

r ~'culturally, educationally or econogically aisddvantaged.
P et T e
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o ‘contrast to the federal definition of learning disabilities, ' -
_Mercgr (1973) diecovered that in 42 state departmenta of education, the
det ition. of learning disabilities resulting' pr marily from
environmental *disadvantages" were excluded in only 55% of the v .
regulations. Current definitiohs, in many state regulations, do not v S
- clearly indioate that culturally differentwohildren who lack English Lo
. ' akille ahould be excluded £rom being labeled LD (Gonzalee &- Ortiz, 1977).

¢

Linguietic minority students who have not reached the level of
English necessary to perform cognitive taake are often, miaclaeaified as
learning disabled. A miscongeption exists that if a student has achieved
enough language to communicate but is not able to use that language in
order to perform more difficult cognitive taeke, then that student. muet
be learning disabled (Cummine, 1976; Duncan & DeAvila, l979).

' According to Cummins (1976) the “threshold level of competence“ in LT
each of the child's. languagea must be determined in order to determine '
which language hpuld be used to inetruct the 'child. 1If all other
‘factors are considered equal, the child should be taught in his or her _

' o8trongest language. Cummins warns against educatore demanding that
linguistic minority students use English jn order to learn when the.

. student has not hsd the amount of time necessary to develop. the level of

English language eeded to cognitively handle the content. According to
Cummins, it takes approximately 5 'years for a student to develop a
language to a point where he or she can completely function in that .
language. Therefore, a student asked to perform in a language that he or E "
she has not yet fully developed will perform, poorly and can be -~
erroneously classified as LD (Cummins, l980).

A f£ifth category ccmprisea communication disorders. When assessing
linguistic minority students, the students’' must be assessed- in two
'languages and findinge must be interpreted acress language. -

[P

.t

Developmental écrors made by eecond language learners in syntax, . T '
_ articulation, and vocabulary are often wrongly labeled as ptomatic of v ',}
.*a communication disorder (Ambert & Dew, 1982).  The child whose language ' ’
use should be categorized as different because he or she is developing
.within the norm and also is acquiring another language or a variety of
the same language is often misdiagnoeed as having a disorder.
1] ] ’ » !
" Dieordere such.as those of hearing and vision, and other phyeical
.  disorders are often undetected in linguistic minority students. For -
o example, according to specialists of the hearing impaired (Fischgrund,
1980), there is-a high incidence of hearihg loss among- Portuguese '
students that has gone undetected. - If linguistic minority students who'’
have physjical disorders can be identified, then many of these etudente
can, with minimal remediation, remain in a regular claeeroom, ) Cy

¢

"A ‘final category which is considered in some states to be included in

the definition of exceptional education is giftedness. However, P.L. _ Lot
94-142 does not consider the gitted child as exceptional. - . : ' .

’ . ' ' ! ~
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"from any meaningful oducution. The Lau Remedies demand a trqpsi;ional -
’ '.bilingualxproggam for all 1imitedwmnglish~proficient atudents, including I

'oi the Gittéd and Talented Children'aghct oﬁ 1978 which atateu:

- procedures, evaluators,_and programs lacking, bilingual personnel on: staff

" actlions on behalf of ethnic minerities: On ‘the iegislative level, Title ‘ 7

."of Chinese students' rights to have support services in their language

. . : . . . . \ - ' '
., : . ) . . . o ]
\ . e . i N .. ‘ o, ' . . .
R oo : . L . PR . v . .y ot T L
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- The moat requnt dotinition unbd Aa tound in Fedncal Law" Soction 904 _‘ ’;g;j,;»'

Do

v }’,_.'. . .‘

' Ay

" Gifted and’ talented chiidren meahs chfldren whio aré’
idontitied abrtho breschbol. .elementary or: secondany levelé
. ad‘possessinq demonstrated or potential abilitios that give
" - evidence of high performance capabilities; in areas such as. . . L
_ intéllectudl.creative; special academic,:or leadership v e
ability, or in performing and visual anta, ‘and whoiby .- R '

“reason thexeof, requiro senViceslor activities not ,-"‘ -
_ | ordinarily prOvided by achoole.» A T “ : L T
. . PR o __.:..L.' cL ' ,'-‘." . ' ,-:.'l'. - B ' ] o
Y S . - U R =¥~Ai- Do

There are many lists of subjective ddsoiipfors thousht ko dafide <
gifted children. 'The prbbléem is.that most Yinguistic mijiority atudents R
-do not gain access to gifted programs because of biased identification; .° -

. _!.‘. . R .

uwooL

(Ambert & Dew, 1982).

~e

SAPEGUARDING LINGUIBTIC HINORITIEB IN THE ASSESBHENT ﬁROCEBS e :\: . gt
It was not until the civil rightsimovement of the 1960 8 that the needs _ ' L
of ethnolinguistic groups began. to be. recognized in this country,n Since SR
theg, however, there have been legislative, executive, and judicial

Vi of ‘the: Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination on the basis
of ‘'race, -color, or national origin in any federally funded program. ' :
~Therefore, any school system could be found guilty by the Office of Civil
Rights of discriminating against culturallx and linguistically different
students if ‘that system d¢nies equal access to this population of
students. Furthermore, the Bilingual Education Acts (1968,.1974, and
1979), Title IX of: the. Ccivil'Rights Act (1972), Section 504 of the 1973
Rehabilitation Act, the Equal Education Opportunity Act (1974), and P.L.
94~142 (Education of the Handicapped Act) provide additional 1egiolative ' A
protections for linguishically qu culturally different studenta. pfi:e = Sy
- On the qyecutive level, ‘the Office of Civil Rights iasued both the , N
Federal Lau Remedies (1975) and the well known May -25th 0.C. R: Membrandum S Y
(1975) . ‘The Federal Lau Remedies was the result of the Lau y. Nichols it \
- (1974) Supreme. Court ‘décision which clearly establiahed the ‘fact that a _%H”"
“school cannot &laim to provide equal access to limited—Engliaheproticient ' o
'students by providing them with the same services provided to other _,,4 ,~¢Jgﬂff
.¢hildren. ' The decision rendered in the ggu YV, ﬁicho;a case was on behalﬁ

and in English as a gecond language, The United Statoa Supteme Court
. tated that "there is no equality of treatment merely by providing

students with the same facilities, textbooks, teachers, and cutriculum, o
for students who do not uriderstand English are oftectively foreclosed”



ewgemediee require that a
dietriot implement a eyotbmatip procedure (for" 1de
sstudents in a system, assess the relative languaq

‘75’.vf o those with “di-abilitiea¢Q spedicically, th

"+ iné ructio rogram which wquld ensure eduqationel opportunity.
_ The May 25th O. C.R' Mgmorandum (1975) addreesed “the issue of'
L inappropriate plac nt of ‘minority students.in spacial education b
. , clalses. The memoﬂco
KR not assign national origin, minority group students to classes for the
e - mentally retarded on the basis of criteria which essentdally meahure or
BECIN - evaldate English lahgunge akilla. . .

& ° As a r;::lt of the 1970 memorandum, a Task Force' was forMed by the

Director of the Office of Civil Rights. This Task Force consiste of
Puerto Rican and Mexican-American educators, social scientists, akd
community leaders who‘developed monitoring . egies and recomme atiohs

. addressing the assessment and placement m&
for the handicapped (Bergin, 1980).

T At the judicial level, the fact that a suudent's linguiatic or

‘

rity students in glAsses .

cultural difference cannot be used to label a child as "exceptional" or "

"disabled" has been clearly establiehed in: eeveral cases in state courtss

These include: Diand v. The §ll!e Board of Education (Qalifornia,
1973);.Larry P, v. Wilson Rites, Superintepdent of Public Instruction for
‘the State of California (California, 1979); and Martin Luther King, Jr.

+ Elementary School Children, et ‘al. v..
_ Supp. 2371 ED (Michigan, 1979):‘ib;:' N

In Jose P, et al. v. Gotdon M. Ambach et al. (New York, 1979) a Ne;
York court mandated that the New York City Board of Education evaluate
students im’their native language or by whatever~means a student s able

_to communicate. : .
9,

* ” 2

In Lora y. Board of Education of the City of New York, 465 F. Supp.
1211 (1977), the court asserted that the over-qspreeentation of minority

. students in special education classes violated the rights of minority

g students, C : : e -

4

o.

The Guadalupe v, Temég Elementary School District case: (1971) also

Ann Arbor¢8chool District Board, P.-

ndum ppecifically stated that “School dietricts must

raised the issue of the improper use of standaraized intelligence tasts .

. to place students in classes for .the mentally retarded. According to
Bergin (1980), an out-of-court gettlement of the Gu&dalupe case provided
many of the -same provisions agreed to in the Diana case (which involved
the mieclassificetion of Mexican Amerficans in claseeg for . the mentelly
r,;grd ). In the Guadalupe case, the recognition o disproportionate
“number¥ of Mexioan~American and Yaqui Indiana in classes for the mentally

o retarded led to provisions to limit that number eystematically, within a.
~1imited period of time. AR -

w
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ntifying numbers bt LEP
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The above court decisions have been based on tho'guafahtoed

_provisions of P,L. 94-142 (The Education for’'all Handicapped Children

Act) , which guarantee educational rights for all exceptional children. A
most important provision in this act entails that *handicapped” children
receive a free apprqpriate educatton in the least restrictive ‘
environment, Bpecifically, thd provision that. a student has the rightto
be assessed in his or her dominant language and thaw parents have a right
to be ccmmunicaﬁgd with in their home language helps safeguard the rights
of linguistic and cultural minorities. Y :

Nevertheless, misclassification and misplacement of lingdistic -
minority students stjll continues despite P.L. 94-142 safeguards, other :
legislative mandates, and numerous court cases. According to Bergin . .
(1980) , at the time of the Lau Remedies (1975) bilingual teachers began . Y
to .complain about the rising numbers of exceptional students being plaged
in bilingual classrooms rather than in special education. The reasons _—
given for this under-representation of linguistic minority exceptional = o
gtudents in special education classes were the inappropriate assesasment. Y

instruments and the lack of bilingual special education teaching gtaff

and. materials. According to Landurand (198l1), less than 5% of.all
limited-English-proficient students enrolled in bilingual programs were .
evaluated and identified as exceptional,” A further- research .
investigation by Nuttall and Landfrand (1984) of 20 ‘School districts in
the U.8+ revegled that a substan¥ially smaller percentage of
limited-English~proficient students are being identified for special )
education than the 12% national {ncidence figure for 'special education. o

It appears that many linguistlc minority students dhp have-rhadequate
communicative abilities in English are not being identified and referred ,
for special education at'a rate equal to their monolingual English- o
speaking peers;- On the other hand, linguistic minority stydents who -have {
attained some level of English communicative ability are mainstreamed
into regular monolingual classes, are disproportionately,referred‘for .
special education services, and are over-enrolled in special education ..
classes (Landurand, 1981). . ' S » - :

T e

Bias in testing has inevitably led to inappropriate placements.
Mercer (1973) was the first to document this problem when she found in
hanRiversidg'study that the rate of placement for Mexican~American ) ¢
gtudents in dlasgas tor'thg meﬁtally‘retardod was four times larger than
their roprofontagion in- the total school enrollment. .'rucker (1980) ,
studying several school districts in the Southwest, explained the .
difference ih proportions in enrollment as merely a relabeling‘fnom P

'mentally retarded:to learning disabled.

y __ WHAT 18 NONDISCRIMINATORY ASSESSMENT?

"Nondiscriminatory” identification and placement is basicall? defined by ’4"6 "
gection 612 (5) (C) 94-142 which says that ih order to qualify for - ‘

assistapce, a state must establish appropriate procedures:

s .
. . 4.
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_juscd ecill conhain 1nappr

! " Prodedurdl to assure th&& tc‘ting and evaluation matoriala
: ‘an@l procedures utilized for the purpose of ‘evaluation and * a
placement of handicapped ehildren will be selected and N
‘administered s0.as not- to be ragially or culturally
~ discriminatory. 8uch materials or procedures ‘shall be
provided and administered in the child's native language or
modo of oomuunicatioQ unless it clearly is not feasible to
- do'so and no single proooduro shall be the sole criterion
for determining an appropriate educational ptqgram for a

child. ' _ - : . \

In determining whether an assessment process is appropriato; the

" tester, the taest, and the testee must all be considered as 1mportant

components 1n this dynamic pnoceas.

'Thn To-to:

: ' ' »
Who should test 11ngu1ltica11y/cu1tura11y different atudonta? All thinga‘«
being equal, a tester who speaks the languaga of the chilqa, undorstanda

* "the culture of the child, and is a skilled assessor will be the best

choice for the child. The examiner's knowledge of the culture of the
child, either through birth or traihing, is also extremely important for
understanding the examinee's behavior and perception of the testing
situation (Plata, 1982). 1In addition, ‘Oakland and Matuszek (1977) state
that examiners Who do not give: evidence of a warm, responsive, and
receptive but firm style toward minority children will not be able to
establish the rapport needed for successful testing and therefore will
not obtain the best performance from the child, p

Beoause of the acarcity oé nativo language asgesgors, many school
systems use discriminatory tout‘ng practices. Typically, the-student is

- given an evaluation where English language is used.as the medium.for

testing. Because avlingulatic minority student may have attained basic
oral-aural English skills, -it is assumed that this student can be

* evaluated in English; language proficiency in English and the native

language is not determined before testing. S8tandardized instruments
selected by monolingual Eng}ish psychologists are selected and
administered to the student. 8cores are computed, even though many
psychologists are aware of the 1rrelevancy of the norms and
inappropriateneass of many of the items to some children's cultural
backgrQunds and experience. The result is that little is learned about

- the child's leyel of funbtioning and misclasaitication is quite likely to

occur.

A seqond common evaluativo apptoach 1nvolvoa a situation where a
linguistic m1n¢rtty student, referred for an evaluation, is obviously of
limited English proficiency. The school psychologists attempt to
evaluate the student with the help of an interpreter. The interpreter is -
given no tkaining in administering tests, The psychologist is unaware of
the accuracy of the interpretNd quoltion. The standardized instruments

gériate 1tema and atill have not been normed on
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this population. Othar.botential problomaﬂinjuaihg interpeters are as
tollowss o :

. “The 1ntorprotor may ‘not be equally fluent in both languages and may !
translate 1ncorr¢ctly to the child or to the tester.

2. The interpreter may 1donti£y with tho»chiia and aubconscioualy prompt
tho right responses nonverbally or thrbugh other cues. |

3. Interpreters are usn&lly naf trainod or familiar with the . principles
of test administration. human development. and human relations.

4. Interpreters who are of different social class, race, or othnic group
may be nogatlvely disposed towards the child even though\yhey speak
the same language. Because of these and other pitfalls, school

( ﬂyeteml should either try to avoid using interpreters or to develop
special programs to train "them (Nuttall & Landurand, 1984).

ﬁ third current evaluation practice is to have a limited~ -

be unfamiliar with the child's cultural background. Other sghool
personnal,’ unablé to speak the student's language, delegate 20 the .
bilingual psychologist total responsibility for evaluating the student:
and recompending a placement. This practice is risky because the
psychologist may be insensitive to the chﬂld 8 cultural background.
and/or may also be a poor assessor. .

. .
A fourth approach involves a sensitive bilingual psychologist, who
understands the limited-Engl1ahfpr6£1cient student and his or her culture
. and undergtands how %0 use evaluation instruments cautiously. The
\ j evaluator relies on a multidisciplinary approach to assessment and
..... . ' gathers relevant information about the child from many sources. The
o results, in this case, will probably be a more accurate assessment of the

child's abilities and weaknesses and a more apprOpriate placement for the

The Testee . o . .
) [}

The child's level of English proficiency,-the attitude of the child being
tested, anll the behavior of the child taking the test all influence the
child's performance and the way that performance is interpreted by the

. tester. The behavior of children during a testing situation is dependent

" ‘on many factors. The way their culture defines learning, their past

~ expariences with test taking, whether they were reared in a cooperative
or competitive environment (Pepitone, 1980), their cognitive style
(Castenada & Ramirez, 1974), and their cultural values are all major

- factors in determining a child's performance on standardized ;
instruments. A child whose culture does not value "time" in the same way
ag® Buro~-American middle-class culture will not respond to "timed tests®

1’“*%‘*“‘“—*~ﬂin the same way as many middle~class Buro-American childron. A child who

exists in a cooporativc learning environment will appear unmotivated in a

N . /

Engliah-protieient student evaluated by a bilingual psychologist, who may _
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" importance especially when a culturally or linguistically different
_student is concerned. ' The assessor needs to probe further as to the \

‘to a limited-sfnglish-proficient student in English? Does the student

A wiably used approach in teating 11m1ted~Engl1sh-pro£iciont students is | ’

' test (Mercer, 1979). The advantages ste that this approach is easier

»

compctitivc test-taking environment. In addition, a child who is _ )
primarily field-sensitive in his or her relatiopship to adults and to L
instructional material will have difficulty responding to:a formal
‘situation demanding formal task performance with an impersonal adult. An
assessor who understands the cognitive, perceptual, and ‘interactional -
behaviors of the student can adapt technique and procedures in order to.
establish the rapport that is nScessary for the ethnolinguiatic minority
student to perform at optimum level.

The Test p g

The literature on nondiacriminatory'assessmonl has focused primarily on .
the bjases of standardized instruments. Tests have been criticized for ’ o
"item bias" and improper standardization, Tests used in American schools

are generally written by middle-class individuals and reflect an' Anglo .

conformity ideology typical of that class level and culture (Mercer,

© 1979). Not only do the content items reflect Euro-American middle-class

experiences, but values such as compatitiveness and emphasis on time also-
reflect Euro~American middle~class culture. Eghnolinguistic minority
students who have not experienced these values and have not learnaed this

.content obviously are at a disadvantage 1n taking these standardized : .
tests. : @ . E

In addition to item bias, moat tests uaed in the United States are -
normed on the majority population. Even when tests claim to have
included minorities in their standardization population, minorities are
included in such small ratios Fhat the results are insignifieant in '
Lnfluencing <he standardization results.

~

i Furthermore, the interpretation of test scores is of critical

‘possible reasons for the student's 'low score. Was the test administered

speak a nonstandard dialect and was the test given using a standard
native dialect? Was the child unfamiliar with skills needed to take the
test? Many questions need to' be answered before making any -
interpretations about the student's performance. -

4

ELIHINATING OR REbUCING BIAS IN TEBTING

to translate and/or adapt stqndardized tests. This approach implies
direct or written translations, weighing the nonverbal portion more
heavily than' the verbal and varying the spced and power components of the

than developing new tests. In addition, children's scores impro{e when R
given the test in their nativo-languagq#ﬁ(Nuttall & Landurand, 1984).
Nevertheless, this approach presents ‘many*problems. Standardized

translated versions of tests 4o not take into account she many regional

dialects spoken by students (Plata, 1982; Dohvila & Havassy, 1974a). In’

4 ' i
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'addition, words ho hot have the aami'mtaning when ttanaiated.' Words in

one language may not havo the same frequency of use in a second language
(DeAvila &« Havassy, 1974b). Therefore, a word that may be considered
very bpltc in a child's second language may be a very difficult or .
nonexistent word from the perspective of the child's first language. 1In
addition, the content still reflects American middlo~claaa culture '
(Mercer, 1979; Plata, 1982), [ e

[

" A second approach used is to establish ethnic norms. The intentigh

. in developing ethnic norms is to compensate ethnic minority students for
. .their "deprivation.” - Bthnic norms are problematic in that they have the

-

potential for ancouragfng lower expectations for minorities. A second
problem in this approach is that it does not provide educators with any
accurate d&agnostic information needed for educational proqramming. -
Instead, it may lead to false comparisons between different 5
ethnolinguistic groups. A further problem with establishing ethnic norms

- is the reinforcement of a false assumption that groups are ethnically

that lower scores are ultimately indicative of lower potential, thereby

homogeneous. Use of 'athntc no:El will encourage the tendency to assume
contributing to the self-fulfilling prophecy of lower expectations for

"minorities as well as reinforcing the genetic inferiority argument

proposed by Jensen (Jensen & Rosenfeld, 1974) and others.’

A third attempt to respond to criticism of standard IQ tests is to

create culture-fair tests. Under the category of culture-fair tests

are: the commoh culture approach, the learning potential approach, and
the neo~Piaget1an approach, . .

According to Nuttall (Nuttall & Landurand, 1984) the common culture -
approach ‘employs the use of problems or tasks that are equally familiar
or unfamiliar to people in most cultures. These tests .tend to be
nonverbal, performance oriented, symbolic respquges to relationships
among figures or designs. The advantages of this approach are that it is
economical and can be applied to all groups. Some of these tests
minimize dependence on verbal ability (Cervantes, 1974), speed, item
content, and test wiseness (Mick, 1982). -~ - ' '

-
i

This approach has been widely criticized for many reasons, Mercer ‘

- (1979) and Oakland and Matuszek (1977) contend that this approach is
-unable to yield similar means and standard deviations for different

racial groupl and social classes. Mtroora(1979) further oriticizes this
approaoh for its nonpredictability of aca emic performance. Mick (1982)
points out that geveral of these tests, for example, the Raven's, require
formal skills learned only in a gchool situation. Oakland and Matusz k
(1977) 'criticize the fact that his approach does not adsess important -

psychological characteristics. BSome common tests which fall within tho
common culture approach are Cattell's Culture Fair Tests for measuring

intelligence, Raven's Progressive Matricea (1960), Goodenough Draw-A-Man .
Test, Leiter” International Per formance scale (1966). and Bendor*Goatalt

Visvoto: Test (1938). v . L
| second approach in the category of developing culture-fair tests is:

tho learning potential qpproach. In thia approach. ohildren are pre~ and

52
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.d.PO‘tb‘thd on a nonvorbal raaaonin¢'tout such as the Ravens. Between .
tests they are trained to process the test. The difference between the
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firgt score and the score Mter training represents the child's learning

. potential. Proponents of this approach contend that it gives a measure
. of the child's ability to loafh Budoff (1976) claims that it predigts

nonverbal learning performance in"school, Opponents of this approach
claim that it is extremely time~-consuming, that test data is limited to

‘nonverbal areas, and that it does not predict future aoademic pertormanoe

(Mercer, 1979). .
. . . ) ’ ' ) N ! -
"An e ample of the learning potential approach is Raven's Progressive

Matriooa-&sing a tese-tfhinwretost paradi of Budorr‘(y974). o

A ‘third approach within the category of’culture-ﬂair test is the N
neo-Piagetian approach., This approach consists of applying neo~P1agetian

- measures to determine cognitive developmént. Accoxding to DeAvila and'

Havassy (1974b), scores on tests taken in English, Spanish, or

bilingually showed no appreciable djifferences. Performance of Mexican

and American samples both were within expected limits of cognitive .
development for given chronological -ages. No ethnic differences were Coo-

. found.

..

Opponents of this approach cite the following disadvantages: the .
ability to.predict academic performance is8 unknown, because many school

. systems do not organize their curricula acocording to developmental

states; the practical uses of this test are limited; and Piagetlan v /
gognitive theory. is difficult for teachers and parents to understand.

’

0  Examplés of this approach (Nuttall & Landurand, 1984) are the °
Piagetian measure developed by DeAvila and Struthers, including Cartoon
Consexrvation Scal¢s. Measures are computerized to give information and

_ recommendation to parenta% teachers, and administrators through a system.

called PAPI (Program Asseasment Pupil Interaction) (DeAvila & Havassy,
1974a). . .

A fourth approach, to diminish discrimination in assessment 13 the

‘microculture. In addition; a student's performance on these tests. does

creation of culture-specific ‘tests. These are specific tests designed v
for each major American microcultural group osa, 1977).. The advantage ‘ ‘
of this approach is that it allows the child be assessed at his or her v
level of functioning relative to ‘expectations of his or her tamily and - \' ‘
subculture (Mercer, 1979). This, approach further highlights the fach '2 s
that test performance is highly dependent upon the dogreo to which the = !
test reflects the test, taker's own culture. There are several criticisme i
of this ap ch. 1It lh impossible to construct tests for every ' A

not predict theé child's ability to function in relation tomhmorican core 4

culture (Horcer. 1979). Bxamples qﬁhculture-spooitio ‘tests ares 'Bladk ; C ‘ﬂ,
Intelligénce Test of Cultural Homogeneity (BITCH-100). This test Y oo
includes 100 multiple choice vocabulary items which deal exclusively with o
Blagk culture.! However, since the vocabulary list was chosen from the LL. , e
dictionary of American slang, it is probably biased agaiffst midd1e~class RN

.Blacka. ‘ . . . . R
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A acoond tost, the Enohilada Test,. containa 31 multiple choice- items -

which deal ‘with Mexican~American barrio life. These tests, whioch are

“designed for a Bpecific ethnic microcultural group, may not be .

appropriate for use with those individuala who may be accultﬁtatad into
the dominant aocioty. ' , , . Y

L

A fifth approach ia Mercer's multipluralistic aggroach. This
approach uses parent interview and student testing in comprehensive
assessment of the whole child (including medical, sociocultural,
intellectual, and behavioral aspaects). This approach develops multiple

_normative frameworks for sociocultural, socioec"omic, racial-ethnic, and

geographic groups. A student's estimated learning potential is ¢computed

_,by compar ing "his or her score with the average scote for persons from

similar backgrounds.

\

The SOMPA (System of Multi Pluralistic Assessment) has advantages and
disadvantages. It provides comprehensive information to classify a

child. Another claimed advantage is that it is easier‘to renorm :existing -

tegsts and obtain information from parenta than to develop new unbiased

tests (Nuttall, 1979). However, SOMPA has been heJVily criticized. Some

major criticisms include the ﬂcﬂiowing: the validity of the SOMPA -is
just beginning to be established (Nuttall, 1979); lack of national norms
is a major drawback (Nuttall 1979); the length ‘of the battery' makes it

impractical for routine use f{Plata, 1982); the estimated learning

potential does not predict achievement (Oakland & Matuszek, 1977):
Because the estimated learning potential is designed to predict how well
a student could perform in an optimum sogitculturally pluralistic
learning efvironment, and bechuse very few of those environments actually
exist, the estimated learning potential becomes educationally useless for
purposes of educational planning and programming. An additional two

- criticisms of the SOMPA are that Bome minorities find the "regression

formula” concept demeaning. The process of adding points to & student's

‘minorities as more harmful than-helpful. ' In addition} SOMPA" does not
provide usefu} diagnostic informationwto program for the child.
» o .

A sixth approach is a task analygis gpproach.  In this approaéh the

@ester analyzes the skills and behavior required to answer each test item -

and determines why the child does not respdnd correctly. -The child is
then trained in thé areas of weakhess and retested (Kaufman, 1977).

l . Because emphasig is on the mastery of content, the advantage of this

approach is that children are treated as:individuals and not compared to
others. In addition, treatment is an integral part of the task analysis
modgl. The model is essentially a test~;each-teat approach (Mercer & .
Ysgaldyke, 1977). 'A cricllism of this approach is that some of the .
methods of analyzing the tasks can become difficult ae tasks .become
complex (Kaufman, 1977). Another criticism is that this approach has ¢

"been used mostly in academic achieyement areas. Examples of this

approach are the Key Math Tebt and the Woodcock Readiny Mastery Test.

- .According to Nuttall et al. (1983). exponcnts include Kaufman (1977),
. Resnick, Wang, and Kaplan (1973), Gold (1972), and Bijou (197&).

hE .
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‘score because of the student's sociocultural background is viewed by some
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' ‘(Mowder, 1980) and is directly interpretable in terms of apecbfic

. .A seventh approach is g;1gg;igg&ggggggggggg_ﬁﬁggg;‘ Unlike —
norm~referenced tebts, criterion-referenced measures are used to compare )

an individual with eutablishod criteria or.performance standards, ‘and not

" with other indiyiduals (Popham & Husek, 1969). A .strength in this method

is that it evaluates a child on clearly specified educational tasks

standards (Oakland & Matuszek, 1977)~ There are saeveral cite

[

_disadvantages to this approach; for example, reliability and Qaliditg'are
'difficult to ascertain and cultural biases are hard to eliminate (Oakland
& Matuazek, 1977) . ‘g'_f_‘ _ . _ C?

A aocond criticiam is that selecting appropriate behavioral

. objectives and criteria can prove to be both difficult and time consuming

(Laosa, 1977)
A third. criticism is that the tendency to use these tests to’ d

“establish standards of excellence or desirable educational goals should

be avoided (Oakland & Matuszek, 1977). An example of this approach is
SOBER-Espanol, which provides comprohenaive evaluation for 8panish
teading (Nuttall, 1979) | :

L

»

-

An eighth and final approach is the global approach to tegt bias. In
this approach, nonbiaspd assessment is viewed .as a process rather than a

- set of instruments. -Multifactored assessment values language dominance,

adaptivq behavior, and sociocultural background (Reschly, 1978). Every

.step in the assessment process is evaluated as a:possible source of bias

(Tucker, 1980). The advantage of this approach is that it is ghe most

.

- comprehensive and realistic approach so far developed. to aid the

practitioner in identifying the sources of bias operating in the
assessment system. The disadvantages in this approach are that it _ \K
underestimates the role of content bias of tests, it is too time

_consuming and it does not guarantoe eliminating bias. Examples of thig
‘approach include the Guide for Non-biased Assessment (NRRC, 1976) and

Tucker's (1980) Nineteen Steps for ﬁasuring;Non—biased Placement of
Students in Special Education. ) ¢

- _
Based on.the author's experience with local school assessment *
procedures in relation to limited-English-proficient students, the global
approach to>assessment is highly preferred.as a necessary first atep in
assessing any student. Other approaches, such as criterion-referenced,
task~analysis, and test-train-retest models need to be pursued,

particularly with the LEP population. '
4 ) N [

‘ '\ COMMON ASSESSMENT PRACTICES |

\8evora1 survoys (Bogatz, 1978; Coulopolous & De George, 1982; Mick, 1982;
" Moyris, 1977) have desoribed tho testing practices used by school ‘

personnel to ¥ssess limited-Englis,h-profioiént children, *

In a 1977 survey of 12 largo school systems (in Arizona, Califgrnia,
éolorado, Florida, Illinoig, Nevada, and Texas), Morris found that the




four tests most commonly used were the Bender-Gestalt Tast, .
. _ * Draw-A=-Person, Leiter International Performance Scale, and Wechsler
P Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC-English version). The first three
" of these eata fit in the common culture approach to diminishing blas
. because thoy involva loaa reliance on verbal ‘skills than some other -
approaches. . v »” ’

According to Nuttall et al. (1983), 5 yaﬁra later when Coulopolous o
and De George surveyed 21 school psychologists in Massachusetts, they Co
found that the four most frequently used tests were the same ones
‘obtained by Morris, even though other instruments and approaches were

~ available. The study found that English-speaking psyohologiata
administered the tests using intorpreter?. pantomime, or whatever amount
of Engliah the child had mastered.

)

In the lgigast atudy of all, Mick ()982) surveyed 157 administrators
of special education in four states (Texas, Ney Mexjco, Florida, and
-‘Massachusetts) and two cities (Philadelphia and New York). She reported
her results in terms of assassm‘nt "modifications®” for bilingual i
(Hispanic) students rather thnn in terms of specific tests used.

However, Mick reportéed that nOnverbal subscales were frequently used.
Criterion-referenced tests, pluralistic asaessments, and culture-fair

- testywere used only occasionally. The most frequent modi fication cited .
was the use of language proficiency tests. ‘Modifications used only
occasionally ‘included matching the examiner to the examinee, qbserving
the child in the classroom, and using intorpréters. Testers seldom ‘
attempted to improve the child's test-taking skills or to use local
"ethnic norms (Nuttall, 1983). '

In the 21 school systems surveyed in the Nuttall and Landurand report
(1984) to the Oftice of Bilingual Bducation and Minority ‘Language Affairs '
(OBEMLA) , - the most frequently used testing approaches were the
common-culture approach and adaptations/translations of existing tests.
None of the systems reported using the culture-specific approach or the
global approach. -Seven of the 21 systems reported using the
multipluralistic approach in total &% in selected parts, mainly the
adaptive battery (ABTC).

1

*

ARE THERE VIABLE ALTERNATIVE ‘ .
COMPREHENSIVE CROSS<-CULTURAL APPROACHES? \ N

After reviewing the research in the asseasment of linguistically
culturally different students, this author contends that of the

PR

approaches presented, the g;obal a ach _to rest bias offers the most = = . .

promise because of its emphasis on tfe proceus Jf evaluation, In . L.

addition, for each child from & linghistic mingtity background, a SR

multidisciplinary assessment team sh@uld be composed. This taam should .,;\

include at least one pcraqsiwho speaks the child's language and is

familiar with the child‘ culture and one person experiencad in bilingual o

education, preferably in the ohild's language. o . o AT
' : - L ’ g . T

. ' >
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; Prior to conducting any assessments,.a do;,rmtnation of the child's L
' level of proficiency in both the native languége and in English must be ' |

made. Care should be taken in selecting instruments that claim to test
proftcioncy. Both oral:and written proficiency-must be determined. In ; ,
cases where there are nq, instruments to test proficiency in a chjild's )
native language, an informal. asaeaament approach needs to be developed to, /
make this information available. - e

The child should be observed by the asagssmeqt team in a variety of
settings, including the classroom. The child's functioning in each of
these settings ahopld be deaeribed. ’ \

A team member thoroughly knowledgeable about the child'a culture and
language should prepare a home survey aftpr- vistting the child in the
.  home setting. This team member should ascertain not only the child's
’ educational background, but what language(s) the family normally speaks,
' . what language(s) is spoken in the neighborhood, and what exposure the
. \\ . hild has _had to the English-speaking core culture. Information about

T he child'a previous histozy and experience is critical in croaa-cultural

' aaaessment. . T _ o N
b ’ \ C ' : ' '

A medical examination is an important aspect of cross-cultural
assessment. Often, 11nguistically and cqlturally different s?udents are
placed in restrictive special -education settings when their pkoblem(s)
could easily have been corrected by eyeglasses, hearing aids/ or other
physicaly devices. Many physical problems which can be easily rectified
)/ /90 ufidetected because the child ddes not receive a medical gxamination,

A fourth area of assessment which is often overlooked hen working

. with linguistic minority students is the educational assesbment
component. At minimum, reading and math diagnostic assesgments must be
conducted in both the native language and English. It 1,,not enough to

" know that 10-year-old ‘child is performing in English at a saecond~grade
level. What specific .skills does the child display in both languages?
'In which specific areas does the child display skills one language? -
-In which specific areas does the child display a lack of skills in both .
languagea? .

~

Inatruments such as Key Math Diagnostic and W ock-~Johnson may be
holpful in determining the child's academic achiev ent status. Informal
reading and math inbentories in the native languages of LEP students' must

. be developed. This requires native-language speakers, preferably those
" who understand the «hild's educatiofal background, and skilled
educational diadhosticians..; “"‘ : :
B Al} assessments should focus om;dotermining how the child functions’
, both socialy and cognitively in both Engliah and the native language. .
/ Therefore, all procedures and techniques should be administered by an
/ ‘ appropriately qualified professional who is familiar with the child's
culture and who dpeaks the child's language. 1f, after every -attempt has
.been made, there is no appropriaébly Qualifiod professional to conduct
these afsessments, then an interpreter needs to be sought ‘and.trained to
work skfllfully with the monolingual assessor. Crose-training and ,
" teaming needs to ocour between intorpr«ter and monolinqual assessor.

v
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RECOMMENDATIONS ‘ P
[ r

The area of providing appropriate asseesment for children ftom 1inguiatic

minorities is plagued by a general lack of information. Many local
_districts and states not presently collect data on these children,

Data should be collected on numbers of children in particular language '
.. groups in various monolingual regular, bilingual, and special education
‘programs. Available data should be collected on the number of children:
from linguistic minorities who have limited communication skills in

English, according to ‘language group. Specific information is needed on

linguistfic¢ minorities who have educational handicapping conditions
according to category of handicap, type of placement, and language
group.. Of this group of linguistic minorities, a breakdown of
- limited-English-proficient students by handicap and placement is needed.
It is very important that the Office of Education require that states -
' request this information from local districts. Information of this
nature .should be coordinated. interpreted, and disseminated._

% The .development of an effective system to collect, analyze, and
disgeminate data about linguistic minority children is an important first

‘step toward a better understandi#g of the pro lem (Nuttall & Landurand,
1984, p. 11). :

1 | ¢
A

Considering the high risk of inappropriate educational placements for
linguistic minority children, it is critical that bilingual and special
education programs work closely together. In many states, bilingual

special education programs are nonexistent or nat defined clearly. There
“is an overall lack of coordination at federal, state, and local levels.

Because of this lack of coordination, !nappropri te assessment procedures

e assigned at the local
and state level to coordinate and'moriitor assess nt, placement, and
programming of linguistit minority students. Onde this coordination-is
in place, then areas such_am developing standards, for assessors in

' competency in the language and guidelines for use] of interpteqars in
assessment of limited-English—proficient children'can be addressed.

and placements continued[o occur. Staff should'
i

A third area of critical need is the scarcity
A major need cited by bilingual and special educa
states is for bilingual certified assessors and specialists to serve
.1inguistic minority exceptional studgnts. _Many gtates have yio guidelines
for determining many levels of linguistic competdncy for those .
professionals asgsessing children fiom linguistic [minority groups.

¢

'A third recommendation is that the Office of Education assume, a
leadership position in addressing training needs in bilingual special
aducation. The Office of Special Education should require that state

of training personnel.
ion diredtors in 20,

agencies, in their comprehensive system of personnel development, addrese E

the issue of -staff development in bilingual special education. Funds
should be appropriated in this area. The development of a cadre of
. trained personnel must be’ addressed, . . . L
~° _Regearch in this area is needed in order to determine the best
methods Of assessing the targeted children. The ef?ect of a child'

\
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- stemming from lack of administrative’ ‘'coordihation, lack of trained
personnel who speak minority languages, 1ack\of descriptive data, lack of.

( - l..-, )

- ¢ognigive style on portormancc 1a one area among many that naeds turthez y

research. The Office of Education should, through requests' for
. proposals, en:\h(gge needed research in the area -of cross-cultural
asgessment. ' , . : :

As stated thzoughout this papor, current assessment pracﬁicos result
“in inappropriate placements for childr of minority ethnolinguistic
backgrounds. At present, assessment o!pchildren from linguistic
minorities is often conducted in English, if the child understands the
language at 'all. 'If not, asgessments are conducted through an
interpreter, who may have little if any knowledge of assessment. ThE
reliance on inappropriate instruments continues. A comprehensive system
of assessment for ethnolinguistic children should be developed. This
system should encompass at the state level a development of policies and
a means of monitoring the 1mplement::\ix
level. .

Cross-cultural assessment 18 an area, agued with prbblems, problems

Clearly articulated guidelines. and procedures. and lack of résearch. LI
linguistic minority students are to receive appropriate agsessments,

placements, and programs, emphasis must be placed on addressing the above’

areas and not on finding the appropriate tests. There will never be a

* test or tests constructed to solve all the problem(s) in cross-cultural -

assessment. The minority ethnolinguistic child needs to be understood
and described in his or her cultural and linguistic context at home, in
the compunity, and at school. A well-articulated, creative,
comprehensive cross-cultural approach is heeded in. order to do this. Can
we meet this need--this challenge?

ey 67.-

on of these.guidelines at the local '
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CHAPTER 3 | | g
COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT AND LEARNING IN - B

MILDLY HANDICAPPED BILINGUAL CHILDREN - - o

e

Robert ‘Rueda

. 3\ : N
. Vo
s

According to a recent Americgn Association on Mental Deficiency (AAMD)

+

presentation (Leyine & Langnkss; 1983), peychologists Are beginning to

look at behavior) especially language and cognition, ‘as it occurs in Y
everyday life. As Levine points out, there are at least.two reasons to
do .80; o . * - ,

B “ m b . ‘ . !

1. The issue of ecological validity, il.e., .do cognitive tasks. in

the laboratory represent real life?

2, The converse of the above: namely, to try to produce instances

the distinction between quantitative and qualitative approaches. (Sgg,
- for example, Edgerton & Langness, 1978, and Price-Williams & Gallimore,

" that these different pérspectives both answer important questions, and o
that neither need be excluded from the researcher's "bag of tricks." = oh
-Bather,. the use of a partigular paradigm should be fitted to the question

i7" colldborative work of several®colleagues and me, on spegial education
' \ohildrén exposed to more than one language, incorporatds a variety of

1 .
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' the general a

of cognition and problem s¢lving which might be adapted for more
contrdlled laboratory studies. o

As a.result of this more int@nhse focus on behavior in nptural '
contexts, there has been much didtussion regarding the relative megdits of
both the methods and theoretical bases forvexperiméntal,_laborator ~based
research as opposed to research taking place in everyday settings (sae,
for example, Brooks & Baumeister, 1977). This has been loosely called

1980 for more extended disquasions of this issue.) Although this issue
continues to generake much dontroversy, it seems reasonable to assume - -,

being asked. The need for a variety. of thegretjcal and methodological
approaches is evident when considering the c Plex developmentil and
educational 'igsues raised by looking at special education cildren who
qpoaQ or are exposed to more than one language. Therefore, the current

. t

perspectives..

£, I will bfiofly.doucribo two;lines of ongoing work in
a of cognition and cognitive development in ullg}y '

In this p

!
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Rl U
handicappcd childron who are bilingual. One focus 9£ this work in thia
general area. has bebn the question of how accoss to two languages affebts
cognitive development. The first section of. this pzpcr, therefore, _
examines the theorotical background and empirical s udies concerned with
~ the relationship between language and cognition in bilingual children and
" bilingual mildly retarded childron. . o : %

. - DAY
N R

of literacy. This section, is based on an ongbing micpoethnghraphic,
qualitative look at litorac ‘pevolopment and social interaction in a
“special education classroom with bilingual ‘children ¥(Rueda; & 'Flores,
11984) . - In this section, a case ‘'will be made for the conat eratﬂon of
learning as an interactive process, and fér a move away £ om views of -
loarning as primarily a ”within—ohiid" phonomgnon. S

» @

t A_ . . B N :
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LANGUAGE AND GOGNITION IN BILfNGUAL RBTARDED CHILDRBN ,ﬂ;

o

A rechgnt article by Diaz (1983)(out1ined four - widely held beliefs -
rega ding the effects of bilingual education:

1. Children who afe instructea bilingually from an early -age will
suffer cognitihe or- intellectual retardation in comparison with

,their monolingually instructed countdrparts. -
y *

- 2. They will not achieve the same level of content mastery as their~
monolingually inatructed oounterparts.

nl

. * . o SN
t ) A I

n .They will not achieve acceptable native language or target
language akilla. .

‘4. The majority Wfll become anomic individuals without affiliation
’ to either ethnolinguistic group.

Although there is little or no existing evidénce, it id commonly
assumed that the abofa mentioned negative effects on cognitive
_development due to. bilingualism tthould be evgn more harmful to special

» education children than to those without special learniﬁg problems.
» Although 1ittle empirical work hasbeen carried out o this question with
\?pecial education children, a significant amount of rdsearch has been
i done with biling al children without learning problems, A detailed = |
% . report of- this LZtorature is beyond the scopée of .thisg paper) howéVor,
" recent raviéws by Diaz (1983) and Rueda, (1983) summarize the work which
has been GOnc tq date on this topic. S .~

o8 - P S

o

t

and iptolluetual functioning suggested negative outcomes’on a variety of ' .
dependent . moaaurcn (Brown, Fourni%r, & Moyer, 1977; parcy; 1963; Jensen, -
r1962, Peal & Lambort, 1962; Yela, 1975). The majority of. early studies .
" has been criticizag«for mothodologioal ercors, especially selection bias,

inatrumentation b}i;, and’ laok Pt oontrol for language. proticiency.
I : Y ., T SO N N . ‘ ‘v.
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‘The second section, based upon work currently in progrenl, oondnrns L
an examination of cognitive and ihteragtiopal factors in the aoquisitiou

In gcnerdl, ‘the ogrly wérk on the relationship botwo'n bilihguglism’ . .

A S S s : e
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N/ As has been discussed, current theory proposes that proficiont biliﬁbu&la

R -’v-, ;. . ’ ' . . " '

'\

. In contrant to thia~cat1y work, iator studigs have supported a . D

modification of ‘thése conclusions. Several investigationa have‘ ‘§ound
positive‘advantages in favor of bilinguals in certain cognitive domains.
¥These have included concept formation (Peal & Lambert, 1962); mental
sflexibility (Leopolll, 1939-49); reasoning anpd divergent thinking (Cummihs
& Gulutsan, 1974), separating word~sound and word-meaning (Ianco-Worrall,
1972;. Ben Zeev, 1972); the abilities to manipulate and understand .
. language as an abstract tool (Feldman & Shen, 1971; Cummins, 1978); and
' Piagetian reasoning skills (Liedtke & Nelson, 1968; Feldman & Shon, 1971; °

Keasler & Quinn 1979; Dunq:n & DeAvila, 1979). . - . : DS

3 ~ \' . ’ ' A . ’ '

,'éThcorotical.rranoworkn ' L ' S ' : ' i\"

o ) '
o The work of Cummins (1978) has been uaed oxtensively as a theoretical ™

‘framework in the interpretation of the numerous and sometimes conflicting

. studies dealing with language and cognitive development in bilinguals
Specifically, it appears that there exists some theoretical threshold

' ‘level of language proficiency necessary for the positive effects of

" bilingualism to be manifested. Further, there appears to e a second °
minimal threshold of language proficiency below which negative effects on\
»cognitive developmont might be hypothesized. .

. 'A sacond theor’tical framework for oxamining the”offécts of

bilingualiasm on cognitive development is based upon a more Piagetian

model (DeAvila & Duncan, 198l1; DeAvila & Pulos, 1979; Kessler & Quinn,

1979) . This may seem strange given the.Piagetian emphasis that language

follows cognitive development and that the acquisition of more than one .

language should have.no particular cqonsequences for a child's cognitive

L development. However, some researchers have argued th ilingualism

represents an enriched form of experience that could potentially
positively: 1n£1uonce cognition (DeAvila & Duncan, 1981:‘Kesalet & Quinn,
1979) .
- «*
DeAvila and Duncan (198l) have discussed the notion of éonceptual
.disequilibrium, a key element in the Piagetian developmental ftamewotk,
. a8 leading to the integration of schemes within the bilingual child's o
repertoire. This, in turn, is seen as the basis for cognitive
~development. As DeAvila and Duncan state, "...it is this capacity to >
integrate schemes to produce novel acts that defines intelligence or ' : .
capacity" (p. 341). This process has been closely linked to the notions = . '/
of metacognition and motalinguiatic awagpness by DeAyila and Duncan s
(1981) in their presentation and discussion of a "Metaset" theory of
cognitive development of bilinguals based upon a Piagetign framework.. an- .
additional part of-this theoretical framework proposes generalizatjon o(\
positive cognitive effects to other: areas of cognition as well. O

Q.

Bilingualiln and Cognitidn in Mildly Retarded Children . W.»,_ll . ,ﬁ;lﬁ,

g
,.ll s 7

night be expected to have a head start in certain-cognitive atoaa suchfgs
an understanding of the arbitrary uses of language, cognitivo ,
flexibility, etc. As-DeAvila and Duncan (1981) . uugguat, ghis 1s A qu

'

,” /¢



. aspect metacognition. Mentally retarded children who are also S '
bilxng al roproaonﬁ a theoretically 1ntorolt1ng group for study with
ard to this last point. PFor example, one area of particular’
] d fficylty in terms of cognitive functioning for mentally retarded
individuals is in the appropriate use of strategic behavior. ' This , " R
" difficulty in the use of stratagic behavior has been closely-linked with ’
metacognitivo awareness and skills (Campione &. Brown, 1977) ., ' '

" terms. That is, by virtue of the deficitsfassociated with mental .

retardation, children with this label might he expected to exhibit’

problems ip metacognitive awareness and s ratogic behavior in general.

- However, by virtue of being bilingual, such children might be expected to
( - be more advanced in the very same or related cognisive domains. Although
' there ig little empirical work available, previous résearch with

_ npnhandicapped children suggests that biiingual mildly retarded children.
might exhibit improved cognitive functioning with reapect to a matched

o In essence, the preceding discussion rlaults in a contradiction in

’/ngroup of monolinguala. R .
*‘\/ / The above hypothosis wad tested in & recenz study in which the .
R cognitive performance.of mildly retarded chldrén with moderate levels of

N g language proficiency in 8Spanish and Engl}dh was compared with that of a
. matched group of monolingual children (Rueda, 1983). In that study, 23

mildly retarded subjects between the ages of 10 and 12 and with WISC IQ

scores in the range of to 50-70 were compared with a matched group of . -~
. monolingual subjects. The language proficiency of the bilingual subjects '

was assessed beforehand through the use of the Language Assessment

Scales; arid only bilingual subjects who scorad at level three in both of

their languages were included in the study. (Although this is not

considered "proficient,"” it does reflect the delayed language skills of -
» retarddd thildren. - Further, more stringent ctiteria for inclusion of -

.obllingpals would’ have reduced the sample size to an unworkable humber.)
(N ! S ¥
' The cognit1Ve measures used in the'study included a Piagetian megsure
as well aa«three metalinguistic measures borrowed from Osherson and . ,
" Markham (1?75) and Cummins (1?78)u, In spite of the limitations of the ‘ , .

T x study’ (smdll sample sizes, only moderate proficiency on the part of. the v o
| . bilingual gubjects, and failure to measure the language skills of the -,
( ' monolingual sample), it was found that the bilingual group did not diffor o

E ‘  from the mgnolinguai group on the Piagetian measure, and, therefore, did
b ' “not uuﬁfer Any harmful effects as a result of expogur® to two languages.

v ' Furyher, there ‘were difﬁorencos in favor of the bilingual group 1n gome .

i 1téhs/bf f£he mdtal&yﬂ 1#w1c tasks.

J ) . o . _'/; . . v
h oy foilowvdo 1nvostigation (Whitaker, Rueda, & Prieto, 1984) examined '
, © . -4n more detail -asfurther -aspect of DeAvila and Duncan's (1981) Metaset
i.\ 1;3'theory. Specitidally. ‘ﬁ question of interest ooncerned the suggestion . ‘L
1 \ "“',,togarding bhn qdneyga,p tion of bilingual advantages to areas of =~ - v

\ &

Lo .. cognition o ffar thafy’ Plagetian and metalinguiatic skills. This was
,;f’ \ ,;ﬁ“;y*examincd‘tﬂ a study #imilar to the previous investigation by
/o & '-%ﬁ?incqrporating as d?ﬂcpondont measure information_précessing tasks which
. . have not been previously used in those studies tinding cognitive
’ \\ aGVantages for bilingual students.

-
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'i”'01rcu1at Recall T
presented list of it

The subjects iﬂ'thiu investigation 1naiudod‘45 mildly retarded

children betwaen 7 and 8 years old.:

Bubjects were selected and

claaniti‘d into thrde equal groups, including a low language proticiont

group, a high language proficient group, .and a monolingudl group based
upon scores on the Language Assessment Scales.

The cognitive dependent

measures consisted of two neo-Piagetian tasks (the Cartoon Conservation
Hcales and-a Static Imagery Task) and an information processing task (A

Circular ‘Recall Task) .

memory task. '

« from memory after.

‘Mitchell, 1982)
which recall bagins

four 1tems.~

: The Btatic Imagery Task (Inhelder & Piaget, 1971)
“incorporatou two subtasks, a tecognitory memq¢ry task and a reconstruction

Thoao subtasks involve copying hn array of gaometric forms .

aving Heen, presented a model, and then indicating
whether various ggométric forms had been part of the original array.
sk consists of the ordered recall of a serially .
@ that are seen only once, with recall. to begin on
the last tcw'itqm and end on the first few items (Belmont, PFerretti,'s&

3/4 “¢lgcular recall task was used in this study, 1n_
'dl@h'thhnlaat three items and ends with the'first .

The

-In sumMary. the high linguistig proficiont bilinguals qutperformed

. ;Sunhary

2

. ".',':‘ le
s _ L
. .,\

7 .dependent. meas
~corralations b

twaen the dependent maaaureu.

: \v‘ o

"'.. tho low profictent bilinguals and “the monolingual subjects on the
jres., In additfon, there were moderate but s&gnifiant :

" The results ot the last two atudies are consistent with previous research

which auggent that* proficiont billhguals will demonstrate advantages in

L cer;ain cognitive domains (Duncap and' DeAvila, 1979; Cummins, 1978).

. results of thess. studies Suggest that tie effects of bilingualism (given

S A relativoly high degroo of profioicncy) are not detrimental to mildly
'yhandinapped children and that th¢- same ‘cognitive advantages which accrue
- to. ptoficiont bilinguals will: also bé evident in bilinguals who are

: 'However, 'in’ 1ight ¢f the ‘outcomes of the low.

o 73yv11nguiat10 protiqiont ‘group, it appoars that pcasiblo linguistic

,”’.‘,f thrqﬁholda md& exist tor handicapped as well for. nonhandicapped children.L

Although preoent rosoafch sugqoats cggnitive advantages Lor :
mildly. retarded’children, there are no.information
ith this group of children (Diaz, 1983).
. Clearly and empiricaily,becn demonstratod what cognitive pfocessea (as
" oppqsed to. products, or test scores) différontiate\pilingual from .
" monolingual children when anumalous wognitive development is prepent.

proficfbnt bilingug;
-processing studies

.. mentally ratarded."

The

It has not

Therefore, future ‘research on. the relationship between languag

‘cognition in bilinguals should bogin to specify the actual di
.‘Hprocdbﬂoa botwaon bilihgual and monolingual

3

ahd

erences in

ﬂ\ptally retarded children.iwk

In the following acction. work ot a more qualitative. n&turu will be. "

L T

‘summarizod.

v '

of partiuular {mporfance in this next section ‘is the:
difference -in the. thdorotical porspochivo and the 1mplicatlons for
oonaeptuallzing oognibivo ac;ivt ou, including 1oarn1ng._li

»
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gzmnc'nm ON oocurrxvn nnvnmnmrr AND LEARNING: ‘
. ' INT!RACTIONAL IRAHSWORK ; '

. P i
‘Although rescaroh on looial 1nteractional processes and on co@nition are’ '
conceptualized as unrolatod areas of investigation, there is increasing
4vidence that oognitivo outcomes and social interactional processes are
intimately r(lptod (Mchan, 1978) . . One cognitivo area where this

_ persepctive has been usefully exploited is in research on the acquisition
andi use of literacy (LCHC Newsletter, - 1983; Rueda & Mehan, 1984). This
is a topio of great importance with rglation to special education ' ’

._children, ‘since problems in: the acquisition and use of literacy are :
formidable for these children. In the following discussion, research on -
literaoy from an 1ntoragtional framework will be briefly summarized, as o
well as the undorlying‘theorotical framework quidind the resparch. This
will be used to argue for a reconceptualization of learning as an Y,

interactive activity in ‘contraBt to a common view of learning as an -\

‘outcome detgrmined only by child charhoteriatics.

Thia discuasiqn and summary of ongoing work.-builds on an: earlier .
research project o:iginatlng at the Laboratory of Comparative Human Ty
Cognition “at the University of Califorpia at San Diego, concerning - '
school-related learning disabilities, especially in the area of reading

" (LCHC Newsletter, 1982; Cole and Griffin, 1983). One important outcome

- was basically incorrect. That. s, rather than viewing reading.as an
. integrated, whHole activity yhic¢h allows one to gain useful’ information
"about the world, they ‘viewac qeading as reading out loud for teacher

- poor readers at least 1n‘part‘:;gnggg.their conceptualization of reading"

" is a gteat d

of that work was the realization. that the children in the project were

approval,  Part of‘hhis problem, at least, can ba traced back to the
deoontextualized, "discrqte~btep fashion which charaoterizes most
inatruction (see "LCHC Newsletter, 198%, for further discussion of this
issue). eP r~current work on writing, it has’become evident that there
1 of overlap in the issues involved, both at the
thepretical and ppplied lovels of analysis. In order to provide a

.conﬁext for this work, ief description of the guiding theoretical
frameworks will be preaented./[ - . ..
Theorotical Baokground ; !

" . The rhleanoh on literaoy previously referred to has beep uided by two - |

\

~a

sesmingly diff¢rent theoretical approaches that in actuality are
complementary cause they are both based upon the study of learnin
interaction (learnind iry th? sensge 1nc1udos the develqpment of ljiteracy -

over a period of time).,7 is a critical point, in light of the usual¥
conceptualization of "Gognitive style" and "learning style" as uniquely
witfln-child charactetistios. That is, learning activitigs and outcomes

-are assumed to depe9é entirely on cognitive and learning attkibutoh that 'z

the child brings to’ the learning encounter. In the tramoworks to be

presented, the un t of analysis is shifted to. $he activity and the . Vo
- accompanying int ragtion (of which the.child is only a part), instead of : J

focusing oxcluc valy on the ohilg.- , .

sememmT T ST N :
hd .
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The tlknt apbtoach is tho-microothnoqraphio-npproach to the studylof
schooling, and the second is the sociohistorical approach to the study of

~ learning and dovelopment. Each will be described briefly. in turn.

-8

.b
- A baoic premise of microethnographic studies is that social events
such. as classroom lessons and activities are interactional
accomplishments (McDermott, 1977). Hence, a primary goal of such studiea
is to'characterize the structures of lessons or other educational events

by deacribing the interactional work of the participants ‘that assemble

their ntructureu (Au. 1980; Mehan, 1979; SChultz. Florio, & Erickson,

1980). - | AR - .

A second theoretical base for thil rork is drawn from a_body of
research developed by the Soviet investigators of the sociohistorical
school (e.g., Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 198l1). This framework has been
used and expanded upon here in the United States, especially regarding
the relationship between culturally organized experiences and learning
(Brown & Prench, 19793 LCHC, 1982). These ideas are particularly useful
because they emphasize how 1nteractions between people become the
principal mechanism by which loarnlng and development occurs. In the
study of any learning’ activity. the unit of ‘analysis becomes the act or
system of acts by which learning is composed. For example, a critical
task in the analysis of writing becomes the careful and detailed

description of the learning activity and jits constituent sequence of acts
‘including the interactional context in which it is embedded. These

Bequences of acts are jointly produced or collaboratlvely assembled by
the atudent and others in his environment. .

* Another key part of the sooiohistorlcal approach is that the

. intellectual skills acquirod by children are considered to be diredtly

related to how they interact with adults and peers 1n specific
problam-solving environments. That is, children internalize the kind of
help they receive from more capable other and eventually come to use the
means of guidance initially provided by another to direct their own .
aubsequent problem~solving behaviors. As can be seen, an explicit and
direct connection is made between 1nteractiona between people and
individual psychological processes. The path by which activities are
moved from the level of social experience to that of individual

experience (see Vygotsky, 1978) consists of a series of -transformations. -

These transformations are the result of a number of developmental .
events. Thase events occur in learning situations which Vygotaky called
the "zone of proximal development. This is defined as:

...the distance between the actual developmental level as

determined by 1ndepondent problem solving and the level of
potential development as determined through problem solving
under adult guidance or 1n\collaboratlon with more capable

\
B

peers. (1978. p.-86)




 Within this frameworK, the student's ‘entering skills are perceived as

a major determinant of the starting point of the zqne. The kinds of

‘'skills that the teachers, schools,. parents, and others want the child to
-masgter define the farthest end point of the zone. Implicit in-this

notion is that 1oarn1n§ must precede development.’ This means that

tpaching orientod toward developmental levels that have already bee[

reached {s likely to be ineffective. Good teaching is that which
ptavides students with goal-directed, meaningful, learning experionces
which ‘are in advance of development, thus guiding and creating its . R
future. .The activities which are. organf:ed in. the classroom: and engaged . Y
- in by children provido the hecessary practice to move the child from the e
initial, aided level to the final, independent level. It is exactly - ' .
these activites, in the domain of writing, which have been the focus of

attention 'in ongoing classroom observationa.

[}

In the. work to be described here, preliminary observations of an
ongoing investigation into biling 1 mildly handicapped childrens®
literacy development in a self-comtained classroom have begun to.be . }
" analyzed. In this investigation, naturalistic field methodology has been
used extensively to exanine the frequency, types, and processes of social
condtruction invqlved in literacy events, especially those 1nvolv1ng
writipng. In the preaent research, by examining literacy everits, an
‘attempt has been ‘made to take into account ‘that ‘literacy is an
* interactional activity. Given this assumption, an effort has been made
to specify the ways in which writing activities and events are
constructed in both traditional drill-type, deconte§2ualized writing
activities-as well as in more communicative-baaed, authentic"'writing
activities. o _ " :
i Bl e R S
Although the entire scope of the project has encompassed a number of
issues including language use by the bilingual students and the : .
accompanying participant atructures (Phillips, 1972), the comments here ' 4
., will focus on a brief description of writing in thé\glassroom under 4
~ ‘observation; " . - L ”*f'.'

»

.Classgroom Description

The classrooin in which we have éon@uctéd.our'observations is a _ 3
self-contained, cross-categorical (learning disabled, emotionally . -
handicapped, and educable mentally handicapped) secondary s ing (e.g.,
grades 4-6), Eight of the students are labeled as learning disabled, dne’
" is labeled mentally handicapped,' and four are labeled emotionally } ‘ ’
.handicapped. : R .
) ' s .
.Weiting Activities in the Classroom |

. -
o w2

‘This classroom has been of particular irterest because of the approach. to
’roading and writing embodied by the teacher. Brietly, the teacher has . ,
adopted several elements commonly associated with a«"whole languade® . L.
approach to reading and writing. A key elemerit of this approach is that
. meaningful, authentic communication is the central focus of reading and .
ﬁﬁmriting (VeFord & Harste, 1982; Goodm#n & Goodman, l981; Harste & Burke,
1977) ., As part of: this approach, this teacher uses journal writing in '~\‘ e

LN
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¥ which a daily pgqiod 10 set alido for students to communicate in writing Co :
~ : " with the teacher about virtually any topic the student selects. The . e
‘teacher, of course, responda on a daily basis, and: ‘the journ&ls are ' S
periodically collated and “"published,” serving as fvailable reading |
‘material. Tho:mochanic- .of the ntudent's writing are not corractad, .
singe the goal is to establish an authentic interaction through a ‘written .
medjum. Rather, the teacher's responses provide a model in’ which i
appropriate writing convontfons are embedded in a: whole; meaningful . :
adtivity. In essence, the teacher's responses provide a zone of proximal
© devolopmqnt, through which the child is able to incorporate various
¢lements .into his or her own system of written communication. e
Although a more-extenqivc\discussion of this rosearch is available in
Rued# Flores, and Portex (1984), of prime interest in this work has been . .
. to track the ‘development of writing skille over time. 'A data analysis ., S
form has been ‘deyeloped by the second author which allows the
quantification and mpecification of elements of interest in writing
samples, including both the mechanial ‘aspect8 as well as functional
aspects. In this scheme) it is possible to monitor not only mechanics S
such as handwriting, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and grammar
. usage, but stylistic aspects as well (selection of topics,. expansive
_ yocabullty, complex sentences, stylistic variations, and revision-*
: : strategies). Data from teacher interviewa, as well as product data on
. - .ithe writing samples’ of the.students different contexts over time
‘indicatd tndt the studentg have begun to produce a different kind of
writing than that previously found on drill type assignments. The
students in this classroom have bpeyun to create thoughtful narratives in
a more coherent ‘and complete fashion than had been evident on ditto
sheets and on teacher-selected writing activities. In addition to these
. emerging findings, the students are acquiring writing skills, recorded in
$.  journal entries, which have never been formally instructed. That is, not
only are students becoming proficient at producing creative and
* thematically related nérratives, but they are demonstrating proficiency
in the mechanical:aspects of wfiting which are usually the main and often g ¢
the only focus of writing instruction. 1In essence, the students in this ~ -
project have demonstrated interest, motivation, and competence in the
’acquisition oﬁ writing thrd@gh interaction in mg&ninggul learning L
activities. That is, embedding writing in an interactional context where
the communication of feelings and thoughts was the joint goal of the’
. activity appeared to have the result of maximizing the acquisition of ; o
v both the form and ‘function of writing in a group of studenta for whom
‘this is traditionally a difficult area of ljfrning.

«

A

, . stcussion ) ) / A

\
. The theorotical background &hioh has. been presented, as well as our work
s . on literacy and the work of others, suggeuts the reconceptualization of
' . the Coaching and loarninq process into a more interactive framework.than .
is traditionally adopted ‘in achoola. This is not to say that notions - :
such as learning style do not exist or are not important. The crosa~, ‘
cultural research of Phillips (1972) and Erickdéon and Mohatt (1982) , for
example, demonstrate the impact of student interactional styles on '
; classroom organization. ¥Further, Au (19%0) has described how cultural
4 . ) ) 3 oy , . I
‘ 94




difth&anp‘l in interactional styles can be appropriated as a way of

. improving reading. Nevertheless, a more interactional notion .of learning
as mutually constructed activity appears to have much promise in the
development of effective instructional options for children for, whom

teaching haa tzaditionally been problematic. . AQ N ) A
,A recent statement by Riel (1983) 111ustrates the point’ under ‘ f)
diaquasionx _ . . ¢

; L W : : ' . -
Intoraction is a cqnattuctive proqeas in which participants
engage in a process of creating understandings. These ,
understandings form the mechanism of thought. Krowledge is
activity and development is the process of internalizing

) ‘and organizing these activity patterns. Since humans are

. aessentially social, these activity patterns routinely
involve interactions with others. Schools, however, often .
> set up learning activities that are highly 1nd1v1dualist1c, : ¢
‘thereby 1gnor1ng an important resource for learning.“ (p.
60) : . :

. .
- . D -
v . /

In our current.work, we have attempted to incorporatersome of the
theoretical principles discussed in an agtual classroom situation. It is’
evident that'a great deal of research remains to be completed. For
example, data based upon the products of studenf‘s behavior,. without
specifying the processes by which they were created,»parmit only : T
inferences and informed ‘hypotheses. However, the prelimina?¥ findings n
indicate a great deal of promise in this framework which views learning -
as a social, interactive process. The final ‘determination of the value
of this theoretical framework depends upon further empirical w\ R
demonstration. However, in light of the current concern with the . B
education of handicapped children from diverse cultural backgrounds, and
the often documented failure of current approacheg, a critical.- .
examinatiqp of existing paradigms is warranted. 'f:¢f= AN
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In 1979, Chinn conduqxod extonaive literature se&rches in an effort to”
identify specialized curricgla for handicapped cuLturally di} férent’
children. These searches yl®lded publications which addresaed gtrategies
and approaches appropriate to minorities: but none were, spacific to~ﬁg
exceptional children.' Five years later, Chinn's work remains state of
the art:' (a) There are few, if any, curricula designed for exceptional
- culturally diverse students; (b) few instructional strategies have

universal appeal and utilitarian value; (c¢) frequently, it i individual

teachers who develop durricula and- instructional strategies for use with
" these students; and (d) there has been little dissemination of available
curricula, materiala, and instructional strategies for - thia population.\

The lack of information' related to handicapped miqoritiea is even {'
more dramatic when. one considers educational programming for exceptiona
language-minority students. Special education 1iterature rarely ’
discusses unique considerations in wofking with 1imited~English~
proficient (LEP) ‘or bilingual studenta.\ ' °

It is the purpbse of this articlo to highlight emerging issuea and

; concerns associated'with language and curriculum,development for -
exceptional bilingual students and to review literature which holds
- promise in developing practice and policy for servico delivery to these:

hn

° students. . A N

¢

e, s - R
“‘ . A tommon miuconcoption in that handicapped childron who have limited L

Engligh prficiency, or -who are bilingual. should be taught in’'English. .
Educators reason that if exceptional children have difficulty developing
language skills, they will require more time than others to mastar a

N language and will be confused by bilingual instruction. 1t ig th‘ughF to
v be in thé best interest of students to provide instruction in one
language and thh choice is usually Engliah (Ortiz, 1984).; Cummins .

‘UANGUAGE AND CLRRICULUN DEVELORMENT\f";:Q‘*‘ P




- S : . - I ‘ .,
B . % (1982) , however, suggests that bilidyual instruction is more effective ‘%‘ v
- "%, than English-only instroction in promoting English aoaqdhlo skills and . i

“

* - studies cited indicat

./. . (

. . . . . ‘ .
3 . - . .

_that native language skills can be developed without nogatgvo '
-roporcuugions'tor tpo:lqa:ninq-offmnglilh, As a matter of facgt, the
greater the child's proticiency in his or her native language, the

]

Qreater likelihood of success in learning English as a second lanquage. o

' Baca (1980) provides an historical ovorv:tw-ot'iitigptio an_d'l
legislation related to the education of LEP children and esifdblishes a
~'strong'.casg for bilingual education as a sound instrdactional ‘method. ., - ..
ed that bilinguals are batter able to deal with ’

.. abstract ‘aspectq of language, have greater cognitive flexibility, and may ';‘
.* _have greater lipguistic,scnsitivity. Rather than being cognitively or !

-

i .~!f&cadom1ca11x impaired, children learnipg two langusges may have skills ' ,
.’ -superjor to those of mon@linguals (Albprt & Obler, 1978). S . oy

. While there are many questions regarding bilingual development to be
' resolved by future research, & growing hody of literature suggasts thgt ° §
‘bilingudl proficiency is not beyond the apability of handicapped _ e
2 children and- that a policy qt-aingle-ianguage:1nstruction may ignore - . 7 . mq
‘1inguistic skills which are importantgto ‘he child and to his or-her - - ‘"@,ﬁ '
‘community (Greenlee, 1981).. 80vera1j9 diﬁsﬂdobument qtudent'improvemeng“ St
_Qr gaipsin achievement as ‘a result of native language, English as a” E.
‘ 'séconq'langugge, ot bilingual educationgbtrategiee;w#th handicapped LEP )
students: o ’ S o Yo S
~* 1. Mskin® (1978) found that students involved in the Responsive '~ e
.= Bnvironment Early Education Program (REEEP)” made significant gains in " . -
.- language development both in English and Spanish:and in school = - . e
" readiness. Sixty percent of the .students scored. better. than- s ¢F T
estimated/expected on a test.of English; AO¥ scored bettérsthan ey

‘iestimated/expected qh:a test of Spanish. . & v

‘2. In & study of iptellectually and physically handicapped children,

#  ‘Sanua (1976) fouhd that 78% of the subjects showed progress in- '
reading and.74% showed gaing fi selﬁ-concepg\when‘1ndtructionlw&b '
conducted bilingually. ot ? ’

_ o o ST Y .

3. "Baca (1974) found that informa} and structured bilingual . .
" interventions resulted in imprevement of attitudes. and achievement”

" among 15.mildly handigappe8 stydents. . S . L
4; Weigs (1980) documented dramatic language-related learning | ’
improvement among 3- to 5-yedr-o handicapped children participating
in.ghe_INreal REactive Langliag¢ AINREAL) program, - Longitudi%al data
showed that studentd wh SR i Datod in the project had less
nqu‘rot’lbllowwup“rggg al seivices and fewer grade retention®. ~  *

. " ' - .
5., McConnell (1981) describes the gme of Indiv;déglizid Etlingqal L
. anstructiop (IBI) for teaching academic argas and‘oral, lgnguage in . .
-~  English and in Spanish. Gains for Both high- and low-ability i \
.+ children were sducationally and statistjocally significant. | |

e SR ., o
. . s ) ) R l : . . , . . T . . v,
. " . ' : 786 . ’ . : " o '




'_\ .~ approach, Bilingual mentally retardad sthdents ubro able to improve
- communication and study.skillsvand wNere
toachnr/student rap) A R LA ‘,7/

7. Bruck (1978), who studied’ ‘the luitability of early ne,nch ﬂnmersi
. programs for the learning disabled child, found that dﬁild\on wi /
\ langyage problems in French immersion programs contihyzﬁ b develop
‘\tacility in their first language, learned basic akidlﬁ”ahhtﬁh ‘ /
predicted rate, and . exhibited no severe bah,viqrar'probl 8oV L,

syrvey queationnairo (Mulltr, l975) jndiEntcd thgt, throudh bilingual

N ‘.
de

" language is acquired and about the in
,. second language ucquisitionr For m norfty‘ tudqnts who ate aoademi Ly
o at risk, strong promdtion of native" language conceptual skillsg yﬁll\

. EngliSh (CumNinsp l983) : : -, . TN e
> .// L »

e Va

'Languagc Choice .o Jf”.nr’ -
Sacada (in press) offeis a framework for choosing language interventions
for hearing-impaired Hispanics which includeé thé major options available

_ for limited-English-proficient studentq (use of English or the native

..c., .. langlage only; use of two nguages, the native landhage and ESL;/ o
T : pxclﬂnivo use of thp nativ ‘language) and thé major program optiohﬁ for

-+ . the hearing imgpiréd  (exclusive use of .oral English; a mixtureﬁpf ‘ofal
and manual communication; exclusive use of the manu mode}i ~By )
increasing program options, atudonts might," for.eya le, eceive content

~ instruction in the native 1anguago, English as a second nguage/training

... to enhance*transfer of oral skills from the native language to English,

~ ...and as traiffing in tota1~communication to facilitate mainstreaming.

Secady cautions that programs that develop English oral jor manual sign

~.* - "> gkills to thé exclusipn of atudents' . hqme Janguage risk’ confusing 9nd

, " -alienating them from their onmunity. : //x} . L
« . . '. /"'

. Addquate inatmuments and &cdels have yet to be developed to capture
the complex relationship between first and .second language acquisition or
to describe the nplationahip between variables such as attifudes and '

}'motivatidﬁs of aeconﬂ language learners to attained ‘langyage proficiency

" (Johngon & Krug, 1980). The task of sorting out these. relationships

S becomes even more complex with the addition df a’handicapping condition.
- «, Nonetheless, careful consideration must be’ given to ‘factors which might

- influence the child's performance and affaect’ ‘language choice, including

.more effective in. providing a basia tor-the acquisition of 1itdracy ih “”-,

P

student age; (d) length pt time in this country; (e) type and severity of -

L (a) parent choice or prefhrencor (b) ntudent choice or preference; (c)
/

handicapping ‘condition; (f) language aptifude; (g) general intellectual
- abilities; (h) motivation; (i) attitudes towatd speakers of Ehglish and
toward instruction in English or ‘the other\Janguage; (j) time allocated
to language teaching and to instructional tasks; (k) pertormance or
progress as a result of instruction’in a given: languagos and (1)
availability. of bilingual personnel, and so forth: Because of the.

. ‘ . | ‘ e ¢ . .

./,///,/

. . “ P
e . Lo
o _ / /’ '/r R
4 - - -
A .
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. multiplicity of°‘variables which must be considered in cthaihg the 5
w .language of instruction, a significant contribution to the field wou;d be !
the development of a framework for weighing thdsé variablos in
educat1bna1/1natructional decision»making.

,

_Cultural Relevance in Curriculum
2} . Perhaps the moet common thome in the literatgyre is that poor achievement N
' can be attributed to content, materials, and strategies which are not
culturally relevant (Almanza & Mosley, 19803 Chinn, 1979a;‘piggs, 1974; !
Jaramillo, 1974; Ortiz, 19813 Plata, 1979; Rodriguez, Cole, Stile, & '
Gallegos, 1979). - While there is general agreement that adapting .
curricula and materials to make them culturally relevant is a step-toward
redUCing the discrepancy, between rhe charhoteristics of the student and
t _ those of school programs, there is d;aagreemenh About .the nature of S

. ' cultural differences whiech must. ‘'be considered,. tbeit disthibunion within '
R o+ glven groups, and. speoificafﬁy hoy | instruotion should be pd&pted to ‘take . .

- thesé factors into account ‘{Henderson, '1980). Benson,(as cited in -

: Benaoq, Medrich, &~ Buckley, 1980) aummarizea this dilemmaz .

d

l
a " . . MEPIREH . . ‘e ¢

ot 'anh year children'attqnd school, they bring with them a - N R T
V_""'v,w 1ot .of “"baggage": their health, energy -levels, knowledge oo e
' of skills' acquired in’ formal learning and in informal . ' '
, e activibiea, hastes, attitudesn, ahd. expectations. o ,
el PgesumabLy, some of this-baggage is helpful to a given a N
. . ptehild in tris, school work, ‘and some is not. helpful. We know . e
Co ey very "little ‘abbut” how the baggage s acquired by'a child, L
FLETEPE " /ot; in'some'cases, fqitcgd on him, What we do know is that
ceti L aidot 4. the differences in school performance of children is
' o ~ greater than can be explajned by initidl intellectual
XTI AT i. endowments and that the gab in performanceé tends to get
M - . widqf hhe longer children attdnd school....So. public

SO S gpoliqy, as 1t has shaped up, eks t¢ ‘compengate for '

R Iy e e ;deficgenqiea in .home backgrou; but this cor nsation is ’

N AT offered An the abgerice of knowledqe of precisely what, if : o
o i-' o anything. rs lacking in.the. homa’ ‘toward whioh compenaetion BRI

", A 'ahould be mede, (Pp. 174~175) ”ﬂf o - R

R _ oo ,; o .~,. ., T v R “ . e

“ y e o . . . : « - .. Y . . . ’ .

RN S The moat ftequeni redommendation found 4h the 1iterature urges v

e e o educétora ‘to incorporate the history, heritage, gxaditions, and ' L |

Ve i %", lifestyles of - divérse cyltural groups when developing or adapting t

R -’ fhstructional materials or curriculy. ' However, when empliasis is given to . v

P ‘;traditional aspects of culturc, in tructional materiale may inadvertantly.
e ey reinforce the very ztereotypea and misperceptions educators wish to‘ '
C v 77 elimifiate, Educatorg must learn ds mich as.possible abohut’ the\:L AR
PN ,'[contemporary culture of qtudeﬁts .and.créate learning.environme and . '
N :cunxiqula which a;e compatible’ with studeqt charmcteristicn. with. -
| " Jexpgpqaﬁiona ‘and desires of panents and’ community, ‘and which are =~ . .~ SR
' coniistent ‘with public poligy. Cultural relavance, coupled with sound.
t ' gpecial ‘education techniques, can provide a basic £oundation for meeting .
T ”the ‘helds of aﬁceptional mgpor;tiea (Chinn, 1979b). ' CoLT
oot L3 e ', o Lo -‘ -",':. R

B . .
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‘;, . ¢ bilingual education teachers compared 'favorably with literature on:

. -

l their destinies in random fashion. Locus of control appears to be S

Hendhrhon (1?80) provides a overvicw ot basic concept ?ﬁi’tud to IR LAY
cultural diveraity and stereotypes associated with culturazand/social o -
variables-and thieir influence on student parformarce. He concludes that ”-"_‘ . 1
the only variablos consistently related to achievement are lével of N ‘o

student involvement in académic tasks, the nature of teache ~pupil, v SR
interactionp, and internal perceptiona of control. v oL

Student Involvenent‘ : L S T CHER {-

B te o t

. . . ey
- “ . L. : L A o
Lot . L)
‘. :

Recently, researchers have begun to address iteacher behavior and pupil
learning styles.and their correlawjon with achievement:of bilingual
students. Preliminary findings of the 8ignificant’ Bilingual Instruction
Features study (Tikunbff, 1962) indicate that teaching behaviors. ot

effective instruction and particularly with studies which indicate that
students make the most significant learning gains whaen they receive a
great deal of instruction from, and interaction with, the teacher. The -
SBIF study showed that during effective bilingual instruction, teachers f’
communicated clearly and. engaged students in task completion; organized' ‘
inétructional activities which created, reinforced, and ‘commupicated task
' instruction demands; mohitored students' work; and providad frequent
immediate feedback. Teachers also mediated ‘instruction using both ..
English .and the native language and responded to and used cultural o o
clues. . URder these conditions, LEP students were successful in - e
nderstanding new information and task expectations and in obtaining -
accurate feedback regarding their performance. Evidence of this - :
- achievement was high academic learning time, time spent in a particular NS 2
content area engaged in learning tasks with a high degree of accuracy. LR _
‘The SBIF findings are consistent with literature that suggests that when . -° .”f“
‘pupils have opportunities to express their ideas, and when their ideas N L iy
f incorporated into learning activities, pupils seem to learn more and:X = '
to develop more positive attitudes toward the teacher and learning. R N

. ‘JJ‘

' (silvernail, 1979). | _ - _ e 1,.';"-‘;{
. \ ) ) . R . ! o

Lnternal Perceptions of Control . ’ : . ' S
- ‘ ' YR .
The conczpt ‘of “locus of control, originally formulated by Rotter (1966), . R ¢
describeb a person's perceptions of the relationship between actions and - R
outcomes. "Internals” believe they are in control of ‘thelr 1ivee and L {:y_:i
that work and effert will result . iy reward. "Externals® believe putcomes ° PR
are determined by -luck, chance, fate, or powerful, others who control . - ' .o

partially’a function of sociceconomic. status, as’ frequently t or .‘“iﬂ‘J“fﬂ.'“x‘fk‘3
‘economically disadvantaged individuals are likely- to:demonst£3§e S, e

- characteristics of externals (Henderaon, i980; Orgiz & Yatea, 9823 . ' ... et
Vasquez, 1975) tL S o

-! An external Orientation may have’ de%aptating axfects upbn achievement fﬂ",ﬁ;ﬂv ';f
_ of minority childreni. For exampl$, somé. afternals will" ‘hqve diﬁficulty TR
.. processing information and protzting from insegyction presented from ‘a’ AT

‘framework of independence and inbﬁinslcnmqtivation. Additidhally, ;;~"'«,;fa.;y{
N externals are unliggiy to analyzo ﬁaedback accurAt91Y ta det&*mine'now tb" 1‘ﬂ¥(
change their behavior to beqong mpre succesefui'wiEhin ﬁbj§5°hﬂo “”1F°m’," a3

* ‘li T ,.[v' ¢ ":“»-.,-;,.-
. . [ '. *




&%: (Ortiz & Yates, 1984). Instead, .external children begin to percefve
' themselves as helpless and unable to control what happens to .them, and to-
sea aversive situations, as ineurmounteb e. . They fail tq perceive their
‘own effort as an impbrtant cause ot\su‘ilas or failure. This sets into’
play teacher perceptions and ekpectations dhich maintain the cycle of
_ feilure and reinforce thp learned helpleasnese (‘wygerson, 1980) N

There is a striking paraliel between the aharacteristics of children
with external locus of control orientations and those attributes
associated with learning disabled students. .Consequently, guidance is
needed to determine when children are experiencing school-related.
difficulties because of lack of compatibility'between teaching and
learning etylee\or when such dilficultiee would beet be attributed to a
handicapping condition. o L . o i

A . - L T A
- Teacher-Pupil Interactions 7','.$';"'%““§¢_: ' S e
Teecher expedtatione are the’ infetende? &% predictions teechets make uﬁugg“
about the preseit and future academic achieVement and generpl clasg IR
behdvior of their. pupile,‘ “When teachers hold" positive‘ . ;eptian “ﬁﬁvﬂfrg '
expectations, they provié%”increaaed ‘quality of edu@ﬂtﬁona%mb ofhunzty Copd
. (Gbod & Brophy, 1973).  Individuals®abeled underachevsrs Al become™ -*, ‘
. victims of lowered expectetiona for, achievemont and thggp expectations
may negatively efrect instructional opportu,‘i e (Riaﬁ‘ 1@70)4 1 Lo
Pt kAL ”\"”ﬁ p' ’ -3“‘..".- e N
& Converseily, as. the’ quelity Qg inetrua :T gisygimigiahed, ovdr tﬁme, -*wr;73ﬁ
the quality qﬂ instruction alone couldi '~ain diffexenqpy in ach‘ vement S R S
levels of children. Such a conclué&dn "is dignifioent glven’evidenge, . . 5. . q
which indicatés that minorities lag" fﬂ ‘behind their peersﬁgn ac&démtﬂ o
achievement {Brown, Rosen;, Hill,. .ﬁ 01 as,’ 1980). Reae&rch eaaocietea '
with teacher-pupil- ihterection pet@nrnp,end teachind atyiga -and behaviors
“has' not routinely indludpd hahdicapped students, much - legb the ;v@*, )
‘. handicapped LEP ¢hild..:The majorityfef sf,qdies Of exceptional - 0
. individuals foqus on‘the ¢ffects. of‘hdndicappin§ oondition on’ tee&her ™
. .perceptions, Zapectetions. and. intgractions.‘ Resegrch hag yat to . . ‘
deternmine the effects of different al Adterqgﬁ%on ‘and teﬁbhinq atyle R \
- rpatterns on the echievemenﬂ of LEP p&B%iations.br the inter&ctionveffecte o -

'“; oﬁ 1inguiqtic/cultqquggivera‘ 'aqgthandicapping conditicnes

.rv

s

L

eduop&inq ntpd@ptc:“f ‘ cihg echiqﬂement pnbbleusa e& 59.»¢.,\,
tc.purtoneiith £ha “LREREN tionkl envivonment BO-. compatipil*tf beuWQen PRSI S
aﬁﬁdﬁnt &harcteripcicaﬁa”stoechinq/learning d#yieé I8 etteinoc The'- ;}/jﬁ%p;-gﬁ*
u,;ﬁxpecond etyp“requiﬁpe;;hetuingtruction.be carbtul&y sequenced in’ nuch a vl
L ‘ “vagy thet-%““; : ‘h A 9‘@{@5,5' ?tn,pﬁk cqptdnt or cpnnepta pkesentea. ‘ -

; g‘le ﬁﬁﬁq_ﬁ-n AdeImsn g \pt%vi&e auurfancn uhat fthe Rt g Fal
e hyihnﬁpexquegi? L. J makipg’it more l}kelyathet children 'ﬁ=.-rm‘%¢i

j .




' 'b.'.) -
will not ﬂt inappxopriately raferred to special education on the basis of
learning problems which could best be attributed to failure to _ )
accommodate .individual differences. Sequencing instruction and the use
<™ « of significantly different instructional strategies prdvide a number of

opportunities to improve student performance before a referral to special
- education is made. Once a referral is made, documentation of prior
interventions providon valuable data, not only for aksessment purpoaes,
- but also for dgvolopment of an individual education plan if the child is
eligible for special education. o ' :

-

N »

Lerman and.Cortez (1978) provide a comprehensive model, illustrated
‘dn Pigure 1, for discovering and meeting the needs of handicapped
chrildren -from dual language backgrounds. While this model was developed
for the hearing impaired, variables considered are generally applicable
to all categories of handicapping condition and provide an excellent -

', framework for personalizing instruction.: ‘ 'Qﬂg
PIGURE 1 - . | ' .
Variables Attocting Language Functioning '

SPANISH CULTURE

DEAFNESS

EFFE’LD 's
o Fu»;c:rmnm%'

 SOCIAL- EMOTIONAqugz s
STATUS OF cuxnb»* e

From A. Lorman ‘and E. Cortoza (1978).




ﬂr Areas included in the model include the followingz ' R ; ; : |
A . — ‘9 L o \ T ! .
1. Language atatue of the child | ' o : '
. ‘ . ' o RTINS
A, Language used by the child ' _ . -
B. Child's mode of communication in language(ei used | ° , S '
C. Competence in language(e) and modes )
II,- Social~emotional etation of the child (e.g.,’ aocial interaction, P f:‘
success, school adjustment) . :
IIT. Culture “ '_ S ‘ ; | T
A.: Background .and family (e.g., identification with national
origin, status in country of origin) ‘ f
° . ' ' /
B.  Pactors affecting parenta' functioning with the child '
(e g., roles, diacipline) L I
9 ' . e
IV. Home language.environmentz 2
© AL Patterns of communication in the family (e.g., / '. . A j
" ' competence, language used with child, amount of _ . o
communication, attitudes toward 1earning ‘Englig h) : ‘ C
. \"“\.,
.~ BJ Avenues of communfcation in the home
. » . N ‘a
T C. Patterne of residence (e g., travel betwaen U. 8. and o
native country) . R _ : _ .
R . ‘\ . f . . “
.o : ¥ : 'r \—, L . . . . . . N
, -,D;, Language of materials in the home o hd '
' W e Co o o '
T v.. Home envircnment PR @@,‘ SR *;’; Ce . "
e !'Jf‘ﬂg .‘- ‘.‘ . '.'. .:.~ﬁ.,“’ (‘(}- q—‘\‘ir ; . -;\v, . : TR o
>wa’”ﬁu€,, A*: dgggriptigu oﬂ“fﬂhlly mem%ﬂfe ARG s general characteristics, R 60
SRR mejonggggggfvﬁfﬂé“baxknt 8 eduéa&io# place of birth/or . | -
» hCh 1&1 _‘i. ¥ ’{‘y . '-.l‘,’“‘ A . "A_.aA»- I Al N [
e . : -',.‘-'. . "| .h.l‘:“;::.-"t‘\-‘_,;‘m“»1 : : : B _': ‘ . ’ .
B. Patterne of reeidenoe P SR " R
, o APEEICER LR SRR B
C. Economic factore AR ;--“_. L o
) v : S o W‘H ' ‘ R . ‘Ivz.q;";'.'?il"“'**"t.' ¢ k
D Neighborhood e ‘“‘.:‘ s -’1.‘ ,*v 3‘ N . . e e Ll \ ;."_‘_ »
. Bs - The family and inetitutione (e g,, c%@?acta, use) B ﬂwﬂ;ypif_ ;i;?
vI. Bchool environment L, *VABc.’:; ot jf ?A_.;_ ’Q%?f' -
o Ce ..i, A'-._( .I;’f‘ ny o R . : .
'A. ‘Patterns of school en;ollment (e,gm, number of years in. achool, C e
where. attendance) - 4,§4¢ﬂ ,ku, . . , : .
» » .u »0" & L .* tﬁ ‘.['.' A PR / *
\-’ ’ . !s\' Wi © 3
' N ‘; #/\"ﬂ \t”‘ {"(‘“n\, ! ! 4 ! '
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B. School's | accommodution of bilingual or LEP children and
families, (e.g., percentage in the school, number of bhilingual
peraonnal, school language programs) :

C. Teacher's ralationahip with the child ;

VII. Handicapping condition’ o 3 S |

" A. General consideration (e.g., etiology, age of onset)

o

B. Role of parents (e.g., initial reactions, present attitudes)

N
Tha components of the model. become the critical data for effective _
IEP“davulopment. : A o : . S - .

Instruction Strategies ~ .. - | .5h\,'

A

' Ambert and Dew (1982)° uuggeat that IEPs for bilingual children include a

. most effective program is one in which subject matter is: taught in.the °

1. Maximize the student's expoaure to natural communication.

language use plan designating what- subjects or skills will be taught in -
which language, and specifying the language of instruction for each
objective.in the plan. Recommendations f6r instructional strategies,
.techniques, and materials which are linguistically relevant and
-appropriate to the handicapping condition must be. identified; appropriate
~reinforcers and motivators should be: specified. The following strategies
and approaches appear. to have potential for improving practice in
inatruction of handicapped bilingual studpnts.

"

\ . ‘.' .. n -
Becond’ Languaga AcquilitiOn. Children acguire as- oppoaed to legrn,"a' BRRPE
‘second languaqe#py understanding messages, not by fdcusing on lfhguistic
form or analyzing structures as is frequently done in langu f“jtéaching
(Krashen, 1982). Contaary to popular belief, increased expogtire to ’
‘English does not improve or hasten second ianguaga acquisitibn. ;" o
Consequently, submersion or "sink-or-swim” programs in which children area
‘simply placed in the same classroom with nativé English-speakers and the & . _
regular curriculum is followed will not be successful.. Adding English as e
a Second Language instruction to the submersion program will' ‘help. but-the ~

native language and a source of oomprehensible Engliah input is provided.'

Based on’ their studies of sacond languaga acquisition,obnlay, Burt, S
and Krashen (1982) provide the: following guidelines for teaching Engliah
as a second language: V.

. T L . AR A re s
- R \ TR _\ -?.-,, e D e E

’

'

2. Pocub on ‘the “‘““9‘ belng Oonveyed. not ‘the linquist\ic forn \ ot t:h",f-ﬂi."f B

”jé;' Incorpofato a. lilant pariod at the baginning ‘of tho instructional

- mesaaga._~ _ | : oo , A ,.;; o

program 80 that students will be able to listen to the second ’
language without being prasaured to apaak\it.

. L - ‘ \r g ‘ Chy
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< > 4, Encourage and croate aituations in whioh atudents can interact with
- .-natiue apeakera o£ the . 1anguage. R - .
. 5. Uae concrete reterenta to make the new language Undergtandable to T
-, . ‘beginning students."',, L ».Ly S ) L e
. 6. Deviee speci!ic techniquee to. relax atudenta and to protect their' - ; L
egos. The less-ahxious, more motivated,. more self-confident students S
' experiance greater success in second language aoquieitioﬂ (Krashen. _‘ , o
; 1. Learn ‘the motivations of -students and incorporate these into lessona.
8. Create an atmosphere where atudents are not embarraased by their L,
errors. . : _ , ;
9, .-Do not refer to, or revert to, the student 8 native language when,”* s
teaching the second 1anguage.' To..do 8o may create a situation in o !7"”
which the student, instead of focusing attention on the aecondy : L
language, simply waits for theteacher to repeat dtteranées ‘in' the S |
native language. Under these circumstances, motikation £or apcond T
’,rlanguage learning may be negatively affected. - f;_' S
. _ R SRR
Language acquiaition taken place best when input is provided that is A
(a) comprehensible; (b) . interesting and relevant; (c) not grammattcaliy x4
sequenced; and. (e) provided in sufficent quantity (Krashen, 1982). . .
Krashen uses these criteria to evaluate methods for language teaching. Sy
Traditional methods such as audio—lingual, grammar—translation, and '
.. cognitive code methods do not do an effective job of encouraging. . .
~ subcorsacious’ language acquisition. - The .followihg methods proyide - = = 7
comprehensive input and thus facilitate language acquisition (National E LA s
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Educetion, 1984) L ';f" R
'l.'iThe Total Physical Responae approach (Asher, 1979) develops language = .~
"comprehension through student's body: movementa. Commands are.given
_in the second. language and acted out ‘first by teachers and then by i . °
~ ’studerits,, allowing students to perceive the meaning of the commands e
while’ hearing the language. jﬁ _ S : . ; - ._' A

. 1;,5;Suggestopedia (Bushman & Madsen, 1976), a method dev&loped by Georgi ;
"’j 7 "Lozahov, useg nonverbal wechni es, ¢lassical music, and. aesthetic . "jﬁ“
' eurroundings to provide a comfor ble: ambience for: language 1earnihg. -

The natural apprShch (Krashen & Terrell, 1983) encourages language

o acquisition by developing profitiency without direct -or oonscipue
4&&;;:,recourne to the ‘formal rules of tha language and focuses on :
successful expreesion of meaning rather than on correcbness of tcrm.

s Theee mgthgds seem to be more effective than traditional approaohee L
becquaa ‘thay provldo time for students to develop comprehension skills,
attempt-tp reduce utu&ent\anxiety. and’ prqvide . aource of comprehensible
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{ .requinemsnts and\activities of the ‘educational ‘setting to. tit the:

Q;Procena, sound special

Lt
'.5' .

Y . auggests that traditional o0 ' A
hpecial educetidn intervontionap because they are hased ‘on ‘the: assumption

that Jow functioning” individualy are: not modifiable, are designed to

prdpare individualu to funcsion at ‘low 1eveis.; These; programs “mold the

student's level 1: funotioning.' Thus the student 8 educational’ program
prepareq him or: Her ‘to function.jn-a marginal, perhaps semi-dependent

, - envirﬁmmﬂnt' (p. ’l) e e _ S o S i b
C !,- “ b ' ¢ A [} . >'!‘:':... ."» . ',' " LN ,'~ - \‘
Eeuerstein (1980) reasons -that’: retqrded performance of " children may L
be ‘the result of lack of mediated léarning experienoes (MLE) rather ‘than” ‘ .

“__qr responding to eou' es of information., Tasks are structnr in suoh a » & '

: experiencea, ‘that ia,.to interve

J'direction of. some specificallywintended godl and puﬁpose.ej

_;%Qﬁcontribute actively to the organiZation' restructuﬂing, discovery. and.
* .application of produced relationships._ In eSsence, what the student is

"ig a striking similarity between these “flaws" and oharaoteristics T

'>trom lower sotioeconomic status environments are. likely to. be' externals. - K
‘The 1iteracure is also replete with reporte that externals ate likely to L .
' be underaohievqrs. Henderson (1980) suggests that teaohers provide

lack of interaction wi;h the environment. . Too ‘few mediated experien es
‘can’ result in poor. thinking. skillsiwhich, in’ turn, reduce the. -
individual‘s ability to learn from further: dirsCt experiences. Neither
remedial efforts .aimed at providing a- stimulating environment fiot -
emphasis on traditional academics will Be, effective. An overcoming
“cognitive deﬁiéiincies.- Instead, there 18 the need to mediste learning
'“etween ‘the person ‘and the. environment
and to transform, rebrder, organiZe; group, and frame the stimuli in the

Feuerstein s (1980) Instrumental Enrichment (FIE) program is designed

__;tq-mediate experiences by: making the individual more receptiVe ‘and
'Hfsensitive O - internal and external. sources 6f stimulation.: This appro&ch

is. directed, not only at remediation of specifio behaviors and sﬁills, i
but-also at changing the-

h.]

doing 15 learning t_o learh. .. D ‘ .’«. "_-';/‘», » S S S
' Féuerhtein identifies ”flaws" in basic thinhing skilla ambng slow

learners' including: (a) impulsivity: (b) Eailune to recognize.problems; . S

(c) episodic grasps of reality.-- that is,. everits and objects are viewed .

in isolation; (d) failure to:make comparisons; and” (e)  inadequate spatial

t"’orientation (Chance, 1981). Retarded performers fail:- to recognize that,k ~

their own intelleotual efforts may contribute to solution of the problem
and, instead, see themselvee simply as. recipients of information.’ There

attributed to ohildren with an external loous qf control._

The literature squests that minority group children and’ children
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external studonts with ‘op rtunities to net goals and'lo help determine_ R .
their, own activities. Vcog itively oriented attribution retraining and v S

S ) envirohmentdl control and self-regulation programs can be- us4d to teach . |,

e , ‘cause~effect relationehips. If it is indeed possible to train thinking .

- ~ skills, the academic performance of minority students could be . Y
ignifieantly :tdroved through the use of the FIE. Findinga of sevIral.- S

tudies’ conducted-‘in this country show positive -affacts for thu.use{of

" the FIE; atudente who have had this training show a slight advantage-over

contrql groupe on varidd measures of intelligence and. these gains seem to

A hold overi time. ‘Chance (1981) . cautions, ‘hibwever, that there is not a

Fer aufficient body of carefully controlled research available demonstrating

' ¢ . ' that students do iindeed benefit. from instrumental enrichment. ‘The use oﬂ .
‘the FIE {g-a promieing area for research related to best practices in. T
intervention for/ minofity students, including exceptional 1anguage {f? R ﬂ
minor{tiee. o s A e R BRR , 'y;g’ v ;W

Educational Imglipationa of Hemiegheric Resdgggh. Studies of cerebral - o EN
organizatiqn for language suggest that language is orgenized in the brain o
of bilingual. individuais. in a manner that is. different from that of |

monoiinguals. Research with monolingual eubjects has indicatéd that the
> left’ hemisphere is dominant for language. in most individualp, atudies of :
bilinguale suggest that the right hemisphere;plays a major role in the . = -
ot learning of a second language (Albert & Obler, 1978). It ‘48 possihle - - DowoL
gr' xthat early emphaais on one hemisphere can’ lead to permanent cognitive e :
S e v deficits . N e _

L4

: '..‘(

;. g'fV' 3, Rubenzet (1979) suggestg that, instead of focusing ‘on improving L

o curricula. ‘emphasis shoutd be given to increasing students' receptivity & 7= ~

(meta-akilla) .to’ learning experiences arid*materdals. In the classrodm, A

_ balanCed approaches to teaching should be uded, teaching- téward both the - °
' . ' left and the right hemispheres. While the-brain i "bifunctional,” the .
L most ‘productive,and creative intellectual funtioning is theoxized to ..

_* ', ,, otcur when there is' cooperation-between hemispheres.' Educational - i .4 (. ,;

A ‘experiences epecifically designed to enhance right brein processing also 1o

. “improve pertormance on. left hemisphere tasks. -Shifts in ‘the quality and R

. #écys of attention can be consciously elicited and.the most advantagédus o

Al cognitive and effaective modes can be consciously attained apropos the S S

stage of problem solving, at hand. Patterns found to best\facilitata AL

p;oblem ‘solving can then be practiced. = . L f#“' s

| \ ' . t a0 “ o i ' A

7 Materiels and Media.. Results of a questionnaire by Bland, Sabatino, T

Sedlack, and Sterberb (1979) indicate a genetal: agreement among. v ¢ s &b B

“respondénts that learner characteristics of minority and handicappéd ° LoEe T

+ chrildren require specially developed -curricula and alternative moqes of:: -

‘praesentation, However, even when available, media and materials-: . - ‘,on.

) .devploped specifically. £6r. these children must be adapted bdcause: they L

L v e i are not suitable;“i @. . they 'lack. relevance to the student's backgrnund,’ 4 'a’f:,%i

' . - fail to accommodate 1inguistic character istics, and/or reflect . cultural u?aﬁ;-'ﬁ

- bias. This is partiouldrly true of academic subjects - reQuiring teading, Aggiﬁ;-r;m“

." - language development, prevocationa akilla,”and affective aooial' - -;slgiﬁf'ea o

'-inatruction. P _ S ,y,'_ 7

[
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Teachers have little recourse other than to improvise or to adapt o _ .
materialq;devoloped for handicapped or for bilingual students. Criteria '“TQ ..

for evaluation’ of materials muét dncludeta description of their
characteristics;. "cultural relevance; effect of adaptation on content, - -
intent, or objectives .of materialse; an differences associated with -
student learning styles !(DeLeon, Q983)q\\~zLeon also suggests viewing the o
.classroom as an edological system so th aterials evaluatioa would ' 2N
include analyais of the curriculum, the stdzent, the teacher, and the L
physical enVironment in which the studént mlst perform. 'Q . - (J/

Service Delivery Models " < a . :
’ ' . ' , .
Handicapped children should have accesd to the gsame types of placement o

options as are provideds handicapped Monolingual English speakers.. This hoow
.right is frequently ignored when placement decisiond ate made for LEP, -
students because of the common miscongeption that, if they are
handicapped, theae stydents should be removed from a bilingual ' b
instvuctional setting and placed in a totally English lafiguage
curriculum. As has been discussed, such reasoning ignores that native ™
1ianguage proficiency will determine level of success in acquirinq English
skills (Cummins, 1981). " Placement in special language programs should be ;
continued, if appropriate, and teachers should be- ‘provided assistance in b N
adapting classroom proiifms to’ meet the. child 8 special education needs.

A major problem in determining appropriate educational placements for
handicapped bilingual students is the shortage %f. special education
personnel who 'are bilinqual and who have specialized training xelated to
serving exceptional limited-English~proficient or bilingual studbntp
The majority of LEP or bilingual atudents are served by native.English
speakers who use the same instructional strategles ahd procedures as are .

" used with"monolingz:EIEnglish speaking students., Consequently,
educational. prescript/ions often fail to yield desired results as they do

not accdommodate student differences across variables such as language and
culture.”

(2

‘ -
"School districts have b:énn to explore alternative service delivery

models for bilingual studen Figure 2 illuStrates three models which 7
allow the integration of specialized curriculum in the, first or second
language and mainstreaming to either a bilingual education or a regular . K
edddetion program (Ambert & Dew, l982)// Y o - .
N / H L
. ‘ ]
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J 5 : - [ ] f B . ' -
- e » ¢ / .
- ‘ * f "
P ) "
o 89 : C
f )"’. v . ' '




vy . reume 2 :
,qty Options for Excoptional Bilingual gStudents -

. DR 'BILINGUAL SUPPORT MODEL,
.- ) ' ' » SPECiAL EDUCATION TEACHER (Monolingust)

P - ' ‘ Sequenced Ly Inssruation (ESL) _ ® Math Instruction in Ly
: ~ Orsl language (receptive, oupmlivo) - Based on concate experiences
_ = Reading (word sttack, comprehansion) ~ Bullding lenguage & cognitive developmiant together . w .

- Spomnglwmlnn Q;uod o0 orsl lsngusge) ¢ Other KEP Objectives (self-help, vocationsl, ' o

) ’ _ Af) gross/fine Wotor, Vlu;al/audndrv perception) ' .

. - Ly support to o
' 4 any of the sbove /. _ - i

- .

T~ COORDINATED SERVICES MODEL ¢

—— < +

.

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER (quollnqunl) ’ \

® Sequenced Ly Instruction (ESL) /

® Design Intervention Program (content & nequencq [

— Ameliorate specific learning problems \ \\ . Soquencod Ly Inllrucllon . 'I
e Implementing IEP Objectives to be Accomplished in Ly — Oral language, reading, spelting . ‘ )
N - \ . and writing in primary language e \
\ / \ ® Msth [nstruction in Ly . ) ) L
- : ® Othar |[EP Objectives Specitied for Ly '

ST LS

3 ) ,_y“ ”

. v . ) : I[
BILINGUAE. cussaoom TEACHER — *

< " -

INTEGRATED BILINGUAL SPECIAL EDUCATION-MODEL

. ' _ " BILINGUAL SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHER

. T : ) /,/.‘i; /r\“f’f?}\ S o : , : .‘ N
) ' . ‘/ J )-‘)/ﬂ - o - b s

//
Py’
® Comprehensive Lanuuaoo Devalopment Program ~ N, /< p /" R / ) . . .
4 N\ " o N \ N .
"\

P S . Y 4 |

e Ors! Language ’ . i .
h T éud‘ng o '/:/“7 prosr S 3 ' S — R
. Spollugg/wrltlng ( ’/ j/ . .

Ural Lengusge . .
’ , L éﬂuding 1 ' . o
' \smumg/mmng / ' e /
- ‘ ® Math lastruction Ly L2) - : V! - N . -
® Other IEP Objectives (Ly Lp) / . Nh\ov Daw, llinols Resource Center, 1982,
. e Graphios by Ruth Ellen Finn. .
. g . ‘ . . N . ‘ .l . :"
Note. From A. Ambert and N. Dew. Special educ@tion for oxceptional B S LA
bilingual students:s A handbook for educators (Milwaukee WI: Midwest

National Origin Dosogrogatipn Aaaistance Center, 1982): p. 85.. '
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ilingual Bugggrt uggg;. Bilingual paraprofeeeionale are teamed with. ,?

‘monolingual’ English-speaking special .educators and asaiet with the
-implententation of objectives specified in the IEP. - The special education
teacher provides English as a Second Language instruction in basic skills

. areas in English. Caution is* exercised to ensure that the linduistic

. requirements of academic tasks are consistent with the child's English

- language development. Instruction in eubjecta guch as math are based on

~ concrete experiences‘and build language and cognitiveugﬁyelopment
together. The teacher assistant provides native langud€ge instruction in
areas epecified in the IEP as requiring native lahguage instruction.

' The bilingual support model ‘has the obvious advantage that the child
‘hae access to someone who speaks his or her language. If‘bilingual

paraprofessionals received training specific to the reeponaibilities and

tasks they are asked to perform, they Become .invaluable resources for the

monolingual teacher. Without access such personnel, children may-
eseentially be denied appropriate ei;?ﬁtional opportunities.,

-

Coordinated Bervicel Model. Under this model, handicapped LEP students

are served by a team consisting of a monolingual English speaking special _

education teagher and a bilinguyal educator. The special educator

provides ESL instruction and is responsible for implementing IEP )

objectives to be accomplished in. English. The bilingyal education

teacher provides sequenced instruction in the basic skills areas (oral

language, math, reading, spelling, wrlting, etc.) in the native language
~and is reponsible for, services designated in the J1EP which are to be
‘provided in the ‘native language. ' . :

The benefit of this model is that handicapped childrer have access tq
personnel trained in the complementary disciplines of bilingual education
‘and special education. These teachers meet to review student progress .
and revise instructional programs accordingly. Another advantage is that
- bilingual &ducators may Be able to facilitate parental involvement in

decisions affecting their child's education. ° .

The coordinated services model may not be cost-effective. Two
teachers are required to serve andicapped LEP students in special
education claesroome. Unless azdistrict has 1arge .numbers of children
raequiring special education serkices in a 1anguage other than Engl sh.
this model is not 1ike1y to. be ‘used.

- . ation HodeIT““Thisfmodetfiﬁ—ﬁﬁid“when
lstrict has teachers who are trained in both bilingual education and,
special education. These dually certified teachers provide spaecial
education instruction in the native language, provide English as a second
language training, and assist in the transition into English language
instruction as the child: develops adequate proficiency. Instruction is
adapted to meet the specific needs associated with the nature and
severity of the handicapping condition.- This model, while it may be
cost-effaective, is seldom used because of the ﬁcarcity of teachers with
training in both fields. o R '

BTN . e . ‘
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\. : Bilgnguil‘spggial ﬁducétionﬁﬁggél. Ortiz and Yates (1982) suggest a _ ;~

. fourth model based on the premise that .teachers who serve handicapped LEP
studenta require more’'than training in bilingual education and special
education. ' ‘Rather, there is a unique body of knowledge supportive of,
and unique to, bilingual special education. To illustrate this concept,

i a teagher who is ‘knowledgeable about progyamming for mentally retarded
.. students, "and ‘who has been trained in bAljngual education, many not be .
. + . able to bring together these knowledge .bases to develop an-appropréate-
e - educational program for the mentally retarded LEP student. -Bilingual
special education teachers are those who have been exposed to and have
developed cgmpotenciea specific to servicing exception&l bilingual ,
students. There are few such personnel availablae because there are few
bilingual special education training programs “and use there is little
\ research available specific to LEP handicapped children.  Many of the
unique ‘aspects of bil}ngual special education are yet to be 1dent1f1edt

All four models require, at somejpoint,-interdisciplinary teams £Qr
_ service delivery. Members of the team contribute their unique expertisé,
experience, and training, facilitating an ‘interfgce among bilingual
education, special education, regular’educat#bn, and related prograﬁs. ‘.

. Educators participating in coordinated efforts must be provided " "
" - opportunities to develop ihcreased awareness and skills to ensure that v
LEP children are afforded appropriate educational programs, and .services,
Categories of instructional personnel who should be targeted for traiping
include the following (Ortiz & Yates, 1982): = .

i . . ..

Bilingual educatigk teachers. These teachers are serving (a) ’
children who are handicapped but who have not been referred because of
the lack of bilingual special education teachers or because bilingual
educators lack skills to identify children who should be referred to
special education and (b) children who are handicapped and who have been
. mainstreamed into their classes. Bilingual qducptors frequently lack
training to help exceptional children achieve their potential in the
context of the regular classroom. T : R
’ . ! : *
Special education teachers who are bilingual. One should not )
assume that if a teacher is bilingual and has special education training,
he,or she can serve exceptional LEP children effectively. These '
individuals -should not necessarily be considered bilingual/special S e
education teachers, but only specihl pducation teachbrs who are.

~

bilingual. This is a critigcal distinction and only those tgachers who

have received trainiﬁéﬁi2‘9¢th-bilingual-and special edugation should be— —————-
‘considered bilingual/specdal education teachers. Training in areas such "

as how to provide native language instruction and how to adapt:such

instruction to meet children's special education needs can increase thg
. effectiveness of services provided by these teachers. ' '

‘ . Monolingual special education teachers.. As indicated previously, L
v the reality is that the majority of exceptional bilingual children are ‘

. derved by monglingual English speaking special education personnel. '
: Effectivendss f services is increased when teachers are provided

i

-
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training rolative to. tactors which influence the performance of LEP
studentg and on how to. provide inatruotion in English which is
comprehonaible and relevant given the language, culture, and other .
attributes of this QOpulation. Training in English as a Second Language
techniques 'and methods is important for theae personnel. BV
.. Regular classroom teachers. ‘0varrepreaentation of LEP students in
language~relyted catagories (Garcia, 1983; Maldonado, 1984; Ortiz &
Yates, 1983) uggests that teachers are unable to distinguish , :
linguistic/cultural differences from handicapping conditions. Training T
, of regular educators may result in more appropriate referxals to special )
6ducation and in the provision of more appropriate edication programs if

_* mainstream settings. Of particular concern is that regular classroom

teachers continue’ to provide language support for atudents who are exited
from spectalxlanguage programs to ensure they have adequate English

proficienCy to perform academic tasks successfully (Cummins, 1981; Ortiz, s
1984). .

~
- v
9

Paraprofessionals. There is a need to train paraprofessionals who, .
in many instances, will have primary responsibility for instructing the _ '
handicapped LEP child. “Unless.these personnel receive training specific
to the responsibilities and tasks they are required to perform, . .
handicapped LEP children may essentially be denied educational
opportunities. Content for training of paraprofessionals would include f
competencies associated with general education procedures, competencies - w
to provide native language instructioh and English as a second language _ B
instruction, and skills to adapt instruction to the needs of the

handicapped learner. pu
s e

Agsessment personnel. There is a scarcity of assessment personnel )
who can test the child in his or her native language and interpret ; - .
performance in light of the student's background characteristics. o )
Consequently, children may be inaccurately diagnosed as handicapped,
because appraisal services appropriate both in terms of the handicapping '
condition and specific student characteristics are not available«,

’ -,

Administrators. As indicated earlier, coordination between
~bilingual education and special language programs is critical to serving
bilingual exceptional students. - This coordination would not, for many .
schools, require reorganization of programs and services, but rather
establishment of mechanisms for ensuring coordination of effort. It is

__the ,responsibility of administrators,_particularilx principals and e ' —
supervisors, to ensure: that necessary services are provided,, adequate
resources are allocated, and instructional interventions recommended are
implemented (Ortiz & Yates,f1982). hssisting and/or trairiing
administrators ih program management strategies would be oeneficial in

achieving bilingual education-specjal educatiOn intetfaces.
-~

Other support perlonnes Personnel in related services areas such
as counseling, physical an oooupational therapy, adaptive, physical

educatﬂbn, etc. should also be provided training in ordet to allow their
[ D) !
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qstions and decisions related to LEP handicapped students to be rational, -
data based, and appropriate. - Parents need assurance that they can be

.. effective 4 informed participants in decision making processes related C

-~ to their children's education. To develop such effectiyeness, they need
‘ttaining related to the school milieu, school policies, and procedures,
instructional-~options, and so forth, - o e R

~
.

) . SUMMARY

The literature does not direct]y.address the need for -new ‘curricula and’
instructional methods for bilingual exceptional students. This may be
" due to the paucity of empirical résearch on this topic. It would be

. premature to conclude that existing curricula and materials can meet the

needs of this population. Until such research is available, research .
conducted in related disciplines will continue to provide the basis for
educational programming decisions. As new research findings are produced
and disseminated, practices should be modified or adapted as appropriate.

Already in place is evidence that bilingual education and special
.education can be linked together in effective problem solving formats.

It is possible to describe instructional arrangements being used for
bilingual exceptional students, but there is little empirical evidence
avzilable to determine the most appropriate arrangement(s) for any given
handicapping condition or identified student characteristics. :

A major issue is whetpan_handidhpped students should receive dual
language "instruction. Educators wonder whether it may be more effective,
when an LEP student is eligible for special education, to remove that
student from a bilingual education placemeht and placeﬁhim or her in a
classroom where instruction is ptovidedrsolely in English. Literature on
second language acquisition would not support this decision, There is -
growing'evidence that handicapped children, just like pormal children,
receive the most appropriate pddbation,when they-are p;ovided instruction
in their native language, participate in a struyctured program fr learning
English if appropriate, and when instruction is consonant with both the
handicapping conditions and student background'characteristics.

. Theée is a need to develop instructional materials and curricula and

. to make them available to educators who sefve exceptiofial LEP students.
This is not an awesome task in that much groundwork has already been done. . -
ﬂ;_*inwLdgn;iﬁxipgveg}gggggrmatggials which may be appropriate ‘to this '

" population or which could be adapted to meet specific student needs or
characteristics (Dew, 1981; Deignan & Ryen, 1979). It would not be
. accurate, then, to say that there sfe no materials on the market.
However, information about resources which do exist has not ?een
disseminated widely. N
It is questionable whether it is possible. to leave responsibility for
fdapting or modifying curricula or materials to existing school ,
v personnel. There is a general lack of understanding of linguistically
and'cultutflly different populations, @vgn'in'settinga where minorities
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. adequate resources would be allocated to provide the required tn-depth A <

education, regional or intermediate agencies, must all become sensitized

comprilse, the majority student body (Maldonado, 1984; Garcia, 1984), |
Because of the lack: of data readily, available, teachers and others would b
. not be able, on an quﬁing babis, to adapt instructional materials and _ { ‘

strategies to make t televant in terms of LEP student characteristics = - y o
and instructional goals. Appropriately trained staff could address this _ Yoo
issue. However, as indicated previously, few ihstitutions of higher ' o
education or related agencies currently address the neéeds -of bilingual o N
special education populations in the context of teacher preparation

programs. Institutions which provide preservice bilingual special

education training programs do not have the capability Lo meet manpower
needs for bilingual special educators. Further, it is unlikely that

inservice training to. currently employed peraonnel.- v
(%hat emerges is a critical need for networking of efforts. ~ State |
education agencies, local school districts, institutions of higher

to the issues or concerns,-allowing .a broad-based inclusion of training; gf
policy formulation, and procedures which focus upon the needs of LEP ”~ﬁ
handicapped students. Without such a focus, an increasing percentage of'f
this country's most critical resources, its youth, will remain .
unavailable to the required futures of the nation. o
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One of the greatest priorities for educators is the task of providing the most
appropriate .and effegtive educqtional programs and experience for various - | T
student populations. 'to the present time, ofie population’ of students that
. ha# been largely ignored has been the ‘@xceptional bilingual. In this paper, =~
exceptional and handicapped are used interchangeably. "Exceptional” includes
students %ho are handicapped in a variety of ways: the mentally retarded, the - b
Jearning disabled, thej€émotionally disturbed, the physically handicapped, and
the visually and hearing ippaired. 1In addition to these handicapping '
¢ conditions, ‘however, bilingual exceptional students come from culturally and )
linguistically different backgrounds &nd have not acquired profictency in, the ° .
English language. . This population may be best described as culturally and -
linguistically different exceptional #tudents (CLDE) .  Although the actual
" number of CLDE students is not known, an sstimate of this fiumber was obtained-
during a 1976 ‘national study concerning the overlap of identified Title I .
students and ‘Title VII students. According to the results- of the study,
approximately one-half million students aged 5 to 21 years were handicapped
and from non-English language backgrounds (National Center for Educational o
Btatigkics, 1980). . . . A
. To h these students in the language they can best understand is io T '
bulld on their linguigdtic and cultural strengths and is compatible with sound
' ‘educational practice. . During'the past 50 years, a great deal of emphasid has
been placed on the education of handicapped gtudents through various special ‘V'
education programs. This movement reached its peak in 1974, with the passage  ° T#ﬂ n'-
of P.L. 94~142, The Education for All. Handicapped Child@ren Qif; The education J Jﬂa-\
r~/'o£ handicapped children continues to be & strong national' prlority. Even more .
\

recently, within the past 15 years, there has been a renevwed interest in

bilingual education., The United States Congress passed the Bilingual . .

Educatlon Aot (P.L. §0~247) 'in 1968, This act made 1t.posq§ble tor loce}o.-u"

- school districts to receive federal funding for the 1mplomenbh§ tion of -

bilingual programs designed to neet, - the needs of studcnts wi \limited English .

proficiency. . _ o N " | // e
. . h . - ¢ e . X .
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_ myltitultural teacher training was £frmally institutionalized by thesNational
""Cpuncil for Accredifation of Teacher

-

-\our society.

.in the beginning stages of pﬂ‘nning and implementihg the" component. With' time

Recont developnents in~ litigation and educational reaearch dealing with.
handicapped children of limited English proticiency suggeats that educators-
mist seriously address the issues related to dasigning and ‘implementing v
~ bilingmal special education pr:zpams. One of ‘the most.critical needs in this

over3ll jational effort is ropar@‘a cadre of high-quality, trained,

bilingual speciql oducation hers who will be able to provide thoﬁnecessary
ional experiences ‘that will assist these students dn developing*to their .
fullgst potential. , . o P .

Any dis*usaion of bilingual qpacial education taacher trdining should .
oc¢ur withih the broader context ofs?::ticulturalf equcation. In 1979, . _ ¢

ucation (NCATE). ‘This influential |, X

ccreditation agency adopted a multicultural education policy seatement which e
equires all teacher training "progtams to igclude a multicultagfal component. S c
Since this ‘'réquirement is relatively new, many schopls -of education are still , o

and careful implementation this requiremefit will haye' a significant’ impact on
teacher preparatioh programs. At the heart of mulcicultural education is the
cdncept of cultural pluralism. Advbcates of bhis concept endorse the

principle that there 8 no model American, Cultural pluralism not only
appreciates but promotes/cultural dfversity., It recognizes the unique
contributiona of variqus cultural groups that have strfengthened and enrﬂeb <

A r . [

[}

Ten years ago the Commission on Multicultural Educmtiqn of the hmericanl
ciation of Colleges for Teacher Education also adopted an important policy
statgment. One of the paragraphs of this statement i:ﬂ;articularly '
signikicant. It reads as follows: .

w

“ . - S .

- S | Ny L

o endorse cult(ral pluralism is t*ndor‘se the principle ' Q
. that ‘there is¢20 one model American.” To endorse cultural BT AL _
pluralism is to understand and apprgciate the differences. '}

that exist ambng the nation's citficns. It is to gee tqese

differences as a positive force in the continting \*ﬁé%f P
- development of a society which profesges a wholesome
' respect for the intrinsic worth of every individual. ‘
_Cultural plubAlism is more than a temporary jccommodation f{

to placate racial and ethnig minorities. It is a congept - .
that aims toward a heightened sense iihbeing and wholeness e A T

of the entire society based on the uiique stremgfh of each L | )
‘. of itg parts. (AACTE, 1973, p. 264)\ - : S,

Bilingual spegial education teacner training is one stratedy for !
promoting cultural pluralism in our schools. More importantly, it is an'
‘-effort.designed to promote equal edycational opportunity fo: limitad~ A _
English-proflcient students who, are also handicapped._. e - . . .

/ Pl

As an qmerqinq disciplino. bilingual speoial oducation drawn heavily _
from both bilingual education and special education. . Both of these S
fiqlds have been very actively involved in teaonqn,tnaining\\#tivitiea ) : LT

_\"’
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. for many years. Bilingual special educatiagn teacher training, however,

- disciplines. Bilingual apooial education requires a carefylly
articulated and planned convergence of these two disciplin 8 which
rosults in a new and unique body of knowledge.

S » ¢ v
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requires much more than the borroﬁing of courses . from oaoqgot the parent‘

- RECENT HISTORY OF BILINGUAL SPECIAL EDUCATION' TEACHER TRAINING
The problem of proparing'high—unIity teachers} teacher trainors,'and'
other loadership'poraonnol in this specialized area is not new and has

already been addresaod by the Office of Special Education as well as by a

<« few universities and colleges throughout the country.

. Lo~ ’
o
)

In 1978, the Bureau for the Handicapped Of the Department of
Education, cognizant of the scarcity of qualified bilingual/bigultural
personnel, teok steps to correct the situation. Through its Hispanic
initiative, which was later ‘extended to other linguistically and
clilturally different groups as well, the bureau encouraded ‘the

stablishment of personnel preparation programs which would both recruit

o nd train bilingual/bilcultural professionals to work with CLDE

students. In 1979, an initial group of 22 personnel preparation programs

ere funded under this initiative. Since then, the number has increased

annually. Thus, while there were a few programs functioning prior to the
~initiative, ih a real sense the preparation of personnel to work with
CLDE began in 1979. As in any new field, thﬁf’pis a need to identify,
" define, and improve current practices. :

In the spring of 1980 and again in the spring of 1981, protessionals
engaged in preparing personnel to work with CLDE students met in the.
Washington, D.C. area in workshops sponsored by ACCESS, INC., and funded
" by the Department of Education. Some of the pyrposes of the two
workshops were to define the field, determine the ¢ompetencies which
Bhould be required of both trainers and trainees, and share ideas about
philosophies and methodology. According to Grossman (1982), one of the .
results of these workshops was an agreement ‘to replace the term bilingual
special education with the term "the education of culturally and
linguistically different exceptional students,” a phrase‘'which emphasizes
cultural as well as linguistic differences. It was also agreed that
persons preparing to work with such students need to have:the skills
included in the field of bi ingual/bicultural education, special

* education, and a third qyoup of cross-cultural convergent' skills which
were not found in either but are vital ‘to working with CLDES.

Three examples of the need for the third component follow. In the
area of assessment, bilingual/bicultural educators may receive training

in the assessment of language dominance and proficiency. ' They may also -

be prepared to assess and develop academic readiness and achievement in

both their students' first and second langdages. As one aspect of -their

training, special educators are ‘prepared to asdess academic proficiency
"in language arts and assess and remediate learning disabi;itios involving
.language development using instruments and procoduros,dovo}oped for

L
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) Englishwspeaking acculturated monooulturd.-students However, neither
the bilingual/bicultural educator nor.the special educator is trdined in-

e+ 7 the assessment and development of language whan this develo ent is
-impaired in some manner and the ohild is not fxom an English-speaking
home. .Persons who complete bdth a bilin jual/bilcultural training program
still will not be equjpped to use cultu Jlly and linguistically
appropriate speoisl education assessment and instructional procedures
with non-English-speaking CLDES.

In the area of counseling, counselors who work with students arey

" trained to determine when their counselee's problems are intripsioally or

. extrinsically caused.. When the cause of the students' problems are
intrinsic' (within the students) they may try to help the students accept
the responsibility, blame,. and guilt for -their actions, and/or. help them
believe that they can oontrol their own lives. When the causes are
extrinsic (outside the students) they may encourage thé students to

assume responsibility and ‘guilt for thimrgs which may be beyond their
control. When CLDES react to prejudicial treatment and cultural
conflicts by withdrawing or rebaelling, counselors who are unaware of the
prejudices and cultural ;conflicts which.thdse students face may assume
that the cause of their behavior is intrinsig,. As a tesult, they may use
techniques design to change the students’ shy or agressive personalities
instead of using teshniques to help them deal more e fectively with a
hostile or insensitive envirOnment.

As a final example, teachers or oounselors who are unavware that in

some cultures it is a sign, of disrespect to express a laék of -

under standing or a difference of opinion may believe that students or
parents who politely act as if they ‘understand and agree sctually do
understand and accept the suggestions made to them. In fact, they may
neither agree nor understand. .This type of cross-cultural
misunderstanding can have serious consequences in assessment,
instruction, and parent. involﬁemen

-

Having idené‘fied these three groups of competenoies, those included
in bilingual/bilcultural edugation, thgse included in special education,
and those convergent/crogs-cultural abilities not included in either of

 the two traditional fields, the participants in the ACCESS workshops
enumerated specific competencigs within each of these three components

which should characterize botl¥ trainers and well prepared trainees. When
the trainers evaluated themselves, it was clear that, with very few
exceptions, they had not acquired all of these competencies. Typically,

trainers had been trained in either bilingual/bicultural education or
. apecial education,. but not in both, and not in convergent skills. Those
few who were trained in both areas tended to lack some of the ¢ross-~
cultural competencies not included in either area; each trainer had his
or -her strengths and weakneeses. It becomes .clear that a number of
models of personnel preparation were being used. - '

It is also interesting to ths_hhat there was a significant '

difference between the mean responses of the bilingual directors as
compared to the specisl education '‘directors on 15 of the 27 competency

J'_‘ | - ‘ ) | © ‘ .. 112‘ o '\

!

assgrt themselves, to use methods to’'change their ehvironments, or not to.

.
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" items. In general, thn bilingual directors rated the 1mport ce of using *
A the native landuage and culture as well as ESL methodology and parental.
R involvement aignificantly higher than the special education directérs.

A careful roview of soveral competency-related studies 1nd1cates that
there are certain competencies that -are repeatedly ranked as very
important by multiple sources. In other words; there seems to be ;
consensus in the literature that the following are the most 1mportant

general competencies for bilingual special educators. ;

t 1. The desire to work with the CLDE student. : g ’
®» . .+ 2. The ability to work effectively with parents of CLDE dtudents.
~. '2"\‘- -

3. The ability ta develop appropriate IEP's for the CLDE ‘student.

1 -

. . 4. Knowledge and sensitivity toward the language and the culture of the
| group to be served. ey
5. The-ability to teach ESL to zfgfstuéents.

6. The ability to conduct nonbid8ed assessment-with CLDE students.
7. The ability to use appyoptihte methods and materials when working
with CLDE students - :

RO

The most deti!z specific set of'competenéies that have been
developed are compa  with the most frequently cited generic-
competencies listed abovo. These vegy specific competencies were
preparqd by an expert panel of bilingugl special education teacher
‘trainers convened by thd Association for Cross-Cultural Education and
Social Studies (ACCESS) (Pynn, 1981). These competencies are as follows:

N I. Instruction/Curriculum - e o

\A..:mTha trainee is knowledgeable about genetél oultural
g - oharacteristioa: . r L -‘r._l;.a

.,.

1.,‘L1£eaty1§s of. ethnig minority populations. familyl
structure, and commnnxty support systema

L 2. Attitudes and behavioxs oﬁ cultural and socioeconomic -
groups, . B R SO ,: ‘ ‘ L

) \ N . . L D R Z . _.., .n N . 4'
, PR b . .w‘.’:v‘_ .' .
B. The trainee understands th¢ rolevqnce uf 116#; ring ;thna:;}',

- ~ practices of ethnic’ minority 2am11ie,ﬂto he RN

& ‘CLD) uhild'
. cagnitive, emotiohal, and social devtlfrment; r@tj; :
-.~_-.k; *N :
C. - Thu trainee is aware of cultural confllcta ﬂqs 1t1n9 trom
ethnic minority differences th may‘ttﬁqct tho CLDE ohila' e
-gelf~image and thus. influence hls on hor ombtiunql and eocial B
development. : : L e

Y O




F.

N,

P,

The trainee institutes a teachiing process that takes into
account the impact of cultural conflicts on the CLDE child's
academic performance.

) . ’ "" ) . IN\\W"'
The trainee understands the acculturation process of ’ ~
culturally diverse individuals into the mainstream of American \J,-
Bociety. ' : — . ' '

L3

The trainee implements techniques to facilitate the

integration of the CLDE child into American achools and
socliety. - ' '

- .

. : : . NTE
o . o . .

The trainee develops and implements appropriate educational - :*ﬂ“'
programs to meet the sPecial needs of the CLDE children.' : {.._

The trainee develops educational programs, designed to improve _
the bilingual development of learning disabled children, which:'"
reflect an understanding of current approaches in the field.,

The trainee plans, designs, and implements special education -

programs for QLDE populations in accordance with legislative
requirements and guidelines.

The trainee will plan, design, and implement individualized
education programs wh include, where appropriateé, such i
subject areas as: la&arts, arithmetic, science, social
- S\studies, vocational skills, and physical education. S e

The trainee develops and applies appropriat educational Ty .
methods based, in part, upon diagnostic restlts., v,nf .fﬂ“ TP

o

The trainee demonstrates skill in developing and/or adapting o {iF?f',5?f~h

educational materials and procedures to meet individual_needs&
) - "

The trdinee works in cooperation with other education - L 'q',}i o

professionals to design a full-gervice educational program R ‘\ .‘
appropriate to the needs of students exhibiting specifio SR O
handicaps, gifts, or talents. . . 'lg* '

The trainee designs curriculum and ingtructional programs . that F'*ﬁ'“ o
are based on behavioral objectives considering cultural ' ’
variables. . -

The trainog directs and organizes program activitid% in
cooperation with parents, teachers, and other school personnel. _
The trainee determines tno.appropriate instruotional-setting

to maximize_the'educational-developmént of the CLDE child.

»
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R ¢ T L!!!.‘.’B!l‘t and Evaluatu\ N . ‘ . N
« . ‘ ..'.'I. . ({J R . - N e b . - . . . . . . B
TP . - The trainee”recognizes normal language development patterné.
{ﬁ ThJ trainee is knowledgeable about. major empirical research in
' the area of speech anqﬁlanguage acquisition.

' _Jﬁ4' The trainee explains the effects of anatomic, physiologic, -

Ty linguistic, psycholinguistic, and sociolinguistic factors op

e hhe communication proceas. ) o

- "-f;g>p; whe tr‘inee differentiates between those difficulties arising o N
e “from second language acquisition and those from speech and

lahguage disability. v

- ‘ "fi; Trainee distinguishes between culturally derived
It ~ linguistic conventions and deviant ‘language development

problems.

2;~ Trainee understands the nature, etiologies, and remedial
"~ techniques associated with language disorders. |
'_E." The trainee writes descriptive reports which accuratefy

- reflect the nature of communicative disorders. -

-

F, The trainee demonstrates the ability to assess studené
strengths and needs within the cognitive, affective, and
psychomotor domains. through the use of appropriate formal and
‘informal instruments and procedures (e.g., standardized tests,
commercially prepared informal tests, teacher-prepared .
‘measures, and. crite on-referenced measures). : :

. G. The trainee is aware of the uses and iimitations of current
standard assessment techniques in regard to CLDE populatione.

H. The trainee develops an aeseesment model based on information
. gained from several sources., For example:

" 1. Anecdotal records and pupil behavior scales.
L 3

. t : : .
2. Observations and recommendations from parents, teachers,
and other school personnel.

I. . The trainee is able to assess those factors limiting the
"participation of the family in the school setting and set

- specific goals. -
\ Ll 4

. ~The ‘trainee formulates an accurate deacriptﬁon of student

ability based upon observation of academic performance in
* d1ight of tnv,CLDE student's cultural backgfound.

¥
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L.

M.

N.

o.

P.

Q.

R,

S.

T.

U.

\/

The trainee is aware of the influence of learning styles,
‘cultural values, and.language patterns of ethnic and minority
groups on classroom and test performance.

The trainee adminietere appropriate language aeeeeement') ..
'tnstruments and accurately interprets the skills measured lLd .
the information obtained.

The trainee uses the information gained to determine the CLDE —
student's most appropriate and least restricbive educational
setting. ' o . . _ R
I'4 .

{

-The trainee uses a cognitive style analysis approach as a

diagnodtic-preecriptive tool. . !

The trainee will write a diagnostic evaluation in behavwioral
terms. .
The trainee will analyze skills and educational materials
through the task analyeis approach to determine program
effectiveness. - o

»

‘The trainee develops and applies appropriate educational:

methods b!sed, in pagt, upon diagnostic results.

The trainee determines the appropriate instructional
strategies used in diagnoetic-preecriptive tdaching of the.
CLDE child. .

‘The trainee develops techniques to improve communication

competence within the classroom.

1. Trainee undérstande the function of 1ahguage in the. ,
claseroOm as it relates to educational development. I

2. Treinee develops alternative techniquee to improve
specific speech and language skills of CLDE children. \

The trainee implements the appropriate gtrategies for the
diagnostic~prescriptive teaching of CLDE cyildren.

The trainee reviews the effectiveness of instructional methods
implemented within the special education program fdr CLDE
children. : ‘ _ . -

The trainee evaluatee, ueing-appropriate meaeurement devices,
the effectiveness of diagnostic programs for CLDE individuals.

1. Trainee examines materials, academic tasks, and
methodologiee using a taek analysis approach.

2, Trainee examines the contributione of other yesources
(e.g., parente, teachere, and other echool pereonnel).
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The trainee evalutes. the' impact of prescribed treatments by
means of an initial-and continuing analysis of changes in. <
academic and personal growth: e.g., trainee utilizes suéh
data-collecting devices as questionnaires, ratbng acales. and
checklists. - — : ( o :

~

The trainee modifiés objectives and learning approach:s.
provided such changes are. indicated by the ongoing evaluation
of educational plans.

Classroom Management ° . o , A R

A

E.

.The trainee develops and applies app priate educational

The trainee is aware of how nonverbal behaviors of both CLDE

children and nonethnic teachers may lead to miscommunication

"between children and teachers.N

The trainee understands and applies interaction and management
~strategies (e.g., behavior modification, group dynamics,

interaction analysis behavior tharapy, and life spade

management therapy) in light of culturgl, socioeconomic, and
language factors influencing Behavior;,

.

methods based, in part, upon diagnost C results.

The trainee demonstrates a thorough knowledge of critical
issues relative to effective classroom management. The
following issues are suggested: = . '

1. Effective teaching methddologies.

2. Modeling of appropriote/desirable behavior‘.

3. Self-realization ‘and values clarification.

4. Understanding of and sensitivity to physical. social. E

developmental. and cultural factors. .
5. Emotional climate in the learning environment,

6. Tenoher'flexibility as demonstrated through. the use of
alternative activity suggestions, willingness to. give
exﬂtanations and reasopa. and - the encouragement of student
input. : T _ ‘ ‘

The trainee examines behavior management modéls or approaches

and selects those appropriate to'individual needs.

The trainee implements oduoational management strategies, such
as: learning canters, material coding, student self—directed
activitiea. and continuous~progreas management.

s
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iG. The trainee examines educational management systems with

R -¢ respect £or - oo - e - R

A 1.7 Own cultural perspective.

o . : . ' .
v E) " . . ) ’ . - ) -
. . M .

{ . 2, Perspective of the CLDE child. [ w
S 3, Potential biases (e. g., ethnic, clad.b cultural, and/or
linguistic) _ - q\.

N .
. . N

4, Potential discriminatory effects of using a\specific
. - behaviaor and classroom management model,

v, Counseéing

A. The trainee assists parents in identifying their CLDE child's
' learning difficulties.
B. The trainee, with the support of parents and teachers,

, develops goals and objectives and prescribes special programs
o to meet individual needs. = '

O e @he trainee provides parents with information on available
e ‘communi ty resources, L
D.' The trainee extends the behavioral management program through
collaborative efforts with the home, community agencies, and
state and federal agencies.

E. The trainee gathers pertinent information and provides -k
training to the CLDE child's family, teachers, other
e - professionals, and national, state, and local groups: ‘e.g., :
' : ‘trainee develops a system for ongoing technical and )
professional support to ancillary elucational personnel.

F. The trainee assists families and their CLDE children in
‘understanding and, dealing with the attitudes, lifestyles,
behaviors, and educational philosophy of American sooiety and
its schools. § . o -

R V. Advocacy/l?ublic Relations : -_“ - ' )

. A. The trainee understands the historical development of and

- legal basis for bilingual and special edcuation.' The trainee,
LA for example, has'knowledgefan' nderstanding of the following:.

. , ' c | . *‘. N o | \ | - -

10\."'118 - : l":_"

. ' H. - The trainee extends the behavioral management program through -
VR collaborative efforts with the home, community agencies, and -
. ° .."f state and federal agencies. '
- N .’\ s ~




_ projects) wis 23% (about average) and adequately represented the broad

ls PUblic Law 9""142.

o - e e e e

" | 2. .Rehat((litation‘ Act of 1973, section 504, -« -

3, Title VII“legislh§§onuA - /J, . '\ R ’
- . . I ’ / " T

Lo /
4. Lau v, Nighols case and other pertinent legislation.
& L

"B, . The trainee explains significant implications of special- *
. education regulations to 8tudents, parents, educators, and - -
‘others.: : . .

C. The trainee explains the’legal implications of significant
, court decisions on policy development and legislative reform
to students, parents, educators, and others. -

D. The trainee gathers pertinent.information and provides
training to.the CLDE child's family, teachers, other - .
'profssxionali”*ﬁnd national,'stateg and local groups: e.g.,'_ -
trained develops a system for ongoing technical and

o professional support to ancillary educational personnel

~

E. The trainee makes suggestions to school personnel and local
A education agencies for implementing appropriate instructional
. programs which are sensitive to the needs of the CLDE child.

F. The trainee provides parents with information on available

community resources. o
&

Vi. Research

A. The trainee understands all aspects of teaching CLDE children,
- including the recent research, etiology, content areas, :
educational procedure, and support systems necessary for

effective educational management. R _ : .

B. The trainee demonstrates knowlgdge of significant theory and - -
‘regearch applications relative to teaching CLDE children by . »
developing and implementing clinical/prescriptive activities.

i . CHARACTERISTICS OF CURRENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

- A study conducted by the Multicultural Special Education Project . (MUSEP)
- in 1982 collected data from 30 bilingual and/or multicultural special
' education teacher training projects at the university.level. These"

projects were all located in the Western region of the United States and
were funded through the Division of Personnel Preparation, Office of

Bpecial Education, U.8. Department of Education. The return rate (seven .

rangq of projects. This data provides a representative profile of

~ bilingual special education projects in the Western region, -Based on "the

responses™to the questionnaire, each project was identitied as belonging
‘in one of three: ganaral oatagorias: -

T




l‘ . . . .
. 1. A strictly traditional special effucation program with recruitment Of”
M . ethnic or bilingual students; for example, a program that trains -

2. A tradiﬂfbnal special education program with bilingual special

) education curriculum infused into existing coursework and program
requirements. This typey of program, for example, would add - a £
lectures or modulés and’ bibliographiea on bilingual special educatidn
to existing courses. _ . ‘

Sy
- 3. A bilingual special education program that is specifically designe
. to train bilingual special education teachers and includes bilingual
* °  gpecial education course work and field experiencea with bilingual
special ‘education currigulum.
4
- - _ . _ .
Analysis of the data indicates.that 29% were strictly traditional

regular learning disability. teachers but attempts to recruit minority |
"and bilingual students. L : ,

special education programs that recruited minority students at most; 29% '

were traditional special education programs with bilingual special '
education infused into existing curricula; and 42% were bilingual special
education programs that offered specific courses in bilingual special
education and considered their program a bilingual special education
program, _. . ' : -

~ Table 1 summarizes the information on program typea and Bhows the
~ number of graduates for each ot the programs.

er
. " TABLE 1
Program Types and Their .Respective Graduates _
Projects. Strictly . Traditional | Bilingual Number‘of Students
Traditional Special Ed. ‘Special ' . Graduated
_ Special Ed. . With Bilingual Education =~ = ..
. Program With Special Ed. Program  B.A. M.A. Ph.D.
Recruitment of " Intused Info.: : :
Ethnic Students Existing .
.y - Courses !
* —7 ,
1 ‘ . X 5 7 - -
2 X 5 1 -
3 ' x . 2 - .5. 2
4 X 15 1 55
5 X 20 5 . 25
6 [N 6 - =
7 _ = = -
t
, |
" Total % 29% - 29% A28
e
/ ‘
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. Tfaditional special education programs graduated the most students in
ch of the three training levels (BA - 35, MX - 6, PhD - 84), fallowed -
by infuged traditional special education programs (BA - 7, MA - 1, PhD -
2). The low number of graduates from bilingual special educatidn
programs (BA - 11) indicates the relatively regent emergence of the

field. More imgortantly, it points to the need for continued support of
this speciaiizbd‘field.v In terms of the degree of interdisciplinagy
emphasis in the curriculuim, 86% of the students in all projects sampled
were exposed to some-ethnic langgage component (e.g., Spanish, Navajo,
etc.); 71% were exposed to cultural sensitivity or awareness coursework
(e.g., Asian or Chicano Studies); 57% were exposed to specific bilingual
special education methodology; and 43% had. interdisciplinary exchangg/ BRER
with bilingual education. v

It was stated that there is a general trend toward deemphasis of
education by staté and federal funding agencies. Without adequate
. resources it is very difficult to recruit students. It alsb appears that
some faculty consider it necessary to deemphasize entrance sta ers and
stress exit criteria in order to recruit and retain students, Wg /
problem is compounded because of the small pool of high school .graduates
from which to draw. . : | v

N Bl

-

Public school support for bilihgua1~8pecia1 education programs is
also a problem. Many indicated that public schools in some areas do not
support bilingual special education efiforts by  higher education ‘
institutions. Nonetheless, the" public schools lack trained professionals
in bilingual special education. *University training programs need to be
strengthed in order to attract jtudents and help relieve this shortage of
personnel. There is also a critical need to infuse teacher training -
programs with a bilingual special edycation content. This also involves
indfegsing faculty awareness and support. Clarifying the interface
.betwaen bilingual education and special education is a high priority.

In the area of research basic knowledge is needed about target _ _
populations, e.g., American Indians, Hispanics, and Asians.. o «
Specificdlly, more information is needed about their culture, language,
and cognitive development. It was agreed that more knowledge is needed
concetning what constitutes a positive learning atmosphere for children

. being gserviced through bilinguak special, educatfon. 'Research is needed
on effective teacher training models for bilingual special education.

'.In the area of program- deVelopment, it was emphasized that there
should be a coordinated effort ‘on the part of bilingual special education -
graining programs and school districts to communicate with state
‘personnel, to make known the ‘needs.of bilingual special education in the

schools. This should encoirage institutionalization and help secure '
funding at both levels. In order to achieve meaningful local control, it
was stressed that IHE's, school boards, school administrators, téachers, :
bilingual teachers, bilingual epecial education teachers, parents, ‘and
the general public all need to be sensitized to the issue and need for
bilingual speoial education programs that reflect local needs, \ - ' . .

e

)
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Bilingual special education teacher trainers need to be knowledgeable
about bilingual/bicultural and special education in addition to being
versed in bilingdal special education per se. F example, teacher
trainers should be "equipped"” to use culturally and linguistically
appropr iate special education assessment procedures with
non-English-speﬁking culturally and linguistically different exceptional
students (CLDES). . It is extremely important that bilingual special

. -
education trainers and programs maintain and increase cqQmmunication among
themselves. Communication will enhance camaraderie, progriam support,
avoid duplication of mistakes and efforts in research, and will keep
morale up in these times of scarce resources.

The existing heterogeneity among bilinguaf special education projects
is an asset that can aid us in our search for successful project
“components. Recognized is the fact that these evaluations will not turn
up an ideal project that will be suited for all regions and ethnic groups.

Finally, it was stressed that there is. a need to begin to make
specific efforts to institutionalize projects that are dependent on
grants, i.e., soft monies. In order to do this, four things should be
emphasized: cause awareness, acceptance, participation, and Lt

demonstration of the effectiveness and need of bilingual special
cation projects. . :

Additional data on these teacher training projects was acquired

through site visits to the projects as well as through personal
communication. Table 2 summarizes the major concerns and the recurring
needs expressed by the project directors. )

As can be seen in Table. 2, the most common concern among all projects
was the %ﬂhtitutionaliggtion of their training programs. Fifty-nine
percent of the projects™ expressed some¢-concern that they would cease tq
exist unless adopted by their institutions and departments and made

permanent programs. . ) fm\‘-

Y

A gsecond most recurrent concern among. the 17 projects was student
recruitment and support. Forty-nine percent of the projects felt there
were not enough'minority students in their programs and had ptoblems
recruiting them. Moreover, some projects felt a need to provide academic
and general.aupport to the few minorities that were already in the
‘Programs. ' ) . , L. p

Table 2 indicates that 35% of the projects felt they needed the
suppor t ‘and coopération of academic and nonacademic departments,
programs, and agencies, such as special education departments, state
departments, LEA's, dﬁhool districts, and community groups. Twenty-four
percent felt bilingual special education programs needed better planning
and development. Another 24% ofAthe projects felt a need to infuse : S
bilingual special education cu92¢cula into existing course of existing
and institutionalized training programs, such as special and bilingual
education programs. a . . ¥

A
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i Tablo 2 ‘ ' RN ‘ I
. Nooda and Concerns Ganeratcd rron Bite Vi-ita . i e
5 — . : : 4 v . ’ "’ , '
' Percentage - Expressed Need - ‘ =
" , . ) | ."‘ L . . | ”,. ;m
A ‘ . ) " . ‘8 ; . ' . - ¥
59%% y Program institutionalization. .
' ? ‘ . v , b .
49&~ Student recruiﬁment and aupportf(e.g.. tutoring).' )I.i“
35% Program support and cooperg}inn with departments, \
N X program&, and a (e.g., state departments, iEA'B.
: school ' districts) communities) .. o\
R e R i : s . . N
.7 r24% © Program planning and development. Co e L
- ST e B ﬁ A -
- é 24% . Infusion of bilingual specia} education curricula into o /f<§7,
: existing»courses.v "oy e L P .t
188 Faculty and teacher inéérvice training: 'modélg;qnq . |
content. . . Ly o ' ',. e )
) 18% - ~ Research and development of xeliable and valid .TT..A v SRR
, diagnostic instrumehts in bilinguai special eduoation.J ) ' .
" 188 ' . " Method and curricula identification, dissemination, and é y oo
2 development appropriate:for bilingual special education. '~ &
. . « voe . oL  ; ¢. N . .(u B ! ‘,'," DR ]
128 6’Bat;ic.r:esem:ch emphasis.

*Many inatitutionaﬂhad more than one concern. : R U
- \ . . . e Y . ' Y
Eighteen percent felt that models and content of inservice training
for facuity and teachers are important and in need of development. Yet :
another 18% felt there is a need in bilingual special education te ~ = .~ o
research and develop reliable &ng wvalid diagnostic instruménts that -are .
sens{tive to culturally and linguistically different populations. Still
' ; ancther 18% of the projoots felt a need to identify, diaaeminate. and
dovelop teaching methods and curriculs appropriate for teachers to ‘iise in“ ,
the area of bilingual special ‘education.’ Finally, 12% of the projects wum' ' L
'felt that th¢ arey of bilingual special education needs to be . involved ; e
and should sarve as a catalyst tor baaic empirical research. . _ ”**‘ T e

"
A
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. 'institutionalizo' a nevly establish or nont:aditional program liko T
bilinqual special oducation in higher education means to make it a B .

rogular patt ot tho ptogram otforinga ot a colluge or univorsity. Tne.j e
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atratogy or ‘plan ‘of aotion, £roquont1y oxtonding over aovoral yoara. is
srequired. If a strategy is to Have reasonable probability of success,
careful attention must be given to meeting five conditions. If’'these
conditions are not met, the probability of a-successful plan ig

“These conditions aro dOacribhd bolow from the . .

-'Davelop Cont;ol offi iniottativo Suppozt fﬁ_ . : i" ’*fﬁl

- Cantral- ottdoos serve as communication centers and as the locue of |

- control -of domdor ‘and #e;oonnol.rgkourooo.. These resources tend to flow

. along the iine .of, oommunicdtiogﬁ -for"this.reason, the director of a

. . nontraditional’ program needs to have numerous interactions with the head
of his or her unit.: These mee ingo should be open to any topic related
to the riew program, including personnel matters, political issues, -
student support, long-term directions, publications, needed oonttacta,

~ whether or rnot: to pursue grant opportunities, prosontationo at national

moetings, and tpo financial condition of the departmdpt ‘and school. 8uch
h

- interactions have tWO important outcomes. First, each person leaves the
. fieeting with a.good sense of what is happening in tha other person's
)_”.domain. ‘8econd, incipiont problems are dealt with before they occur,
thus~ leading gb better management.

-~

\'Pay Attention to Political Ciroumstancoo o

'Many programs, especially thoae involving bilingualiam and othnic groups,

' "are very sensitive to shifts in viewpoint or . powér within the university,
the state, or the ngtion. For this reason, keeping ope's political
support in repair is an important aspect.of inatitutionalizing a | :
program. Three types of support are significant here: (a) grass roots,

w.including parents, teachers, and school administrators; (b) power block,

. including subgroups of legislators or congressional reproaontativoa, and
th support of state or federal agoncios; and (c) support from other
disciplinos. These three groups must be kept well informed. In a

university, the gopd will of other departments is critically important to

gurvival and success. In the bilingyal/multicultural special education
area, forming solid relationships with foreign }anQuago departments,
_ -linguistics, sociolinguistics, anthropology, and speech science permits
_them to know what ‘the program is doing and what the major concerns and
" goals arq, and prevents feelings of syspicion and intordopartmontal
frequently found in collogea and univorsitiaa when
oAl programs arise. :

{

i of politics 'is finding a cbmmon valuo among groups such as

 thoso moniionod above. It is not always easy to do so since each
political group is likely to form a set of values diftoront from the

other. . THat, one supposes,-is what a polihical«group ‘means. To £ing a
R e means that oné must spond sufticiont time with ‘each type o£

~‘grou to be able to form. several ideas about where the common ground
\v/:gong thoh might 1i’“ should politioal action be :oquixod. whilo time

e) " -
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L conluming, tho'taak*oﬂ tindlng a ¢ommon valuo is trcquently a critical
one for. the director and statt of a’noﬁtraditional program like bilingual
apecial oducation‘ e . ,

| ‘ . rind@or.novolop a\Nioho for the Program and Its Faculty
| ’ To tool secure -{n an. organization, mbst persons need to have a homo base
or a’ ‘special niche in the organization from which they can carry on their
| L activities. The same deems to be true of programs. To dovolop a niche ‘
1lfor 'a nontraditional progrim and its faculty is .one of the most difficult
“tasks in‘institutionalization. To gain a niche, several important events ‘
need to occur between the central office, the appropriate academic unit,
and the program. -The first is the establishment of an acadomically sound
and supportive acadenic base in ah appropriate academic department or
division. ' Not only must there be a good academic fit batween the program - .
and the department, but there should be a faculty support for the program ., -
o +from colleagues within the department. The second is identifying a '
. carofully located space which is the visible office of the program, as : .o
space is the symbol of institutionalization. . Third is developing program AT
uniqueness. These issues are raised by a traditionai Program currently '
facing phase-out. One of its major probloms is that the content of . the ,
program has, over the years, begun to appear in other-programa. thus o ) .
gradually.reducing the uniqueness of the original program. People have
asked, "What does this program do that is: -not done in -other programs?"
If this question is difficult to answer, eithqr a program has never
. gained a niche or it is ‘in-«danger of losing tHe one formerly oécupied.

Conoqlidate Resources and Hod&tor Their Status otton " ‘ . .

‘&11 college and university prcgrama need three types of resources:
faculty, 'students, ajd money. fo consolidate faculty resources means .
that the faculty members involved in the program identify with it and are . ' '
reliable in the sense that they will expdnd effort to improve the program
rather than directing their-attention elsewhere. To consolidate faculty

, .
ey >

. resources requires the systematic application of leadership skills by the f*\ ‘
* program director so that the faculty involved believe that their work is. L :
important, that it will be ‘rewarded, and that the Program has direction \

and social: value. - _ - -
The consolidation of student resources represents one of the most
«difficult problems of nontraditional programs. A key factor in the
durability of federally sponsored programs for Hispanic and Native
_ American pe@biea, for example,' i8 that many of the funds are directly
q devoted to student support, Economically disadvantaged persons in these -
‘ groups often cannot easily opt for higher education since doing so . . T
involves foregoing the ‘money that would be gained from full-time \ :
employment while at the same time having to p&y for more schooling. A
subsidy, typically from federal sources, is therefore required if
. programs for these people are to have students. A withdrawal of this .~
e subsidy prediots program failure by dint of insufficient.students from : ‘
the sarget populations. Maintenanaé of direct federal or state aubsidias
for students is,: thonetOre. a ocntro&wSOQson tor the dovalopment and

‘ . - R L - o
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. naintenance of majoritysminority political ties by minority group
i " members. The major alterhative to direct subsidies is the adaptation of
' -+ » nontraditional programs tbﬁfhe circumstances of its target population of
students. This adaptation usdally means a part-time program in which
students can enroll dyring the evening and-may include the use of
teleconference instruction in which courses or workshops are delivered to - :
remote areas at time convenient for students.: ' . ) v

The consolidation of financial resources usually requires two moves.
First, be certain a significant portion of the program faculty are on
"hard® rather than "soft" monay. Faculty on hard money is usually taken

“-as a significant sign of successful institutionalization. S8econd,
regular ways of raising money by grants, gifts, consulting, or contracts
should be ,planned by the program faculty. Such funds frequently make the

,difference between a quality program and one chronically on the,brinkﬁqt
financial disaster. ' v '
Build aééound Prbgran . S .

The first step in building a sound program is to avoid slipshod admission -

practices. ‘A program is known by the quality of its graduates. If one
admits slow students on the one hand or purely opportunistic ones on the
other, it will become suspect both inside and outside the college or
university. pPlacement will become-difficult. The second step i8 to
build a rational curriculum. 8uch a cugriculum-has two. important
fesbyres: a) It can be described and explained in the sense that the
faculéy can show how the curriculum is related to the goals and ' "
objectives of the program, and b) the curriculum actually produces & o ‘

reasonable level of the skills, knowledges, and intellectual strategies - .

which the program claims that it produces. The third step is to bridge

the special program,to the regular faculty and curriculum by formal as

well as informal mechanisms. The curriculum should not be too highly

specialized and should ha ors in both special and bilingual .
education. The fourth step is tp hold an experimenj@l and evaluative : .
posture toward the curricylum. program .can be designed to be '

bettdr than it is. An experimental posture means that one forms
hypotheses about changes that will improve the program, and carries them
out. An evaluative posture means that the effects of these chandes are
carefully appraised to make certain they actually produce improvements in
" the program, _fssystems approach to prbgram evaluation.is recommended. .
) ' . . ' “
As the five conditions 4epcvibed above suggest, institutionalizing a
program is neither an easy nor a certain process. Creating a strategy or .
action plaq_subktaqtia&ly increases the probability of success, while not . B
doing so leaves one's chances to luck. ' ‘ - S

. ' . . ! o -
.
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MODEL TRAINING PROGRAMS
There are two gcn;:al approaches that ‘can be used in addressing the need’
to preparé bilingual special educatlion teachers. Existing teacher .
training faculty and programs in special education and bilingual
education can consolidate their raaguroes’and's.rviqe.their programs to

o . . "




:University.

'-Tho Hulticultutal Inutituto tor-Chango - Y R 4

e

'leadership training are The University of Arizona; Arizona State

..lIn addition to such proeorvice training for faculty, Landurand (1982) haa | VRS
~ developed a very successful inservice training model for college and - '
“university faculty in the area of bilingual special education. Through a

L " ) A »
. ' » ' r
tocua on tho unigue needs of exceptional bilinqual studentd. This is S
currontly being done by several universities throughout the country, as P

‘méntioned earlier in this paper. Another approach is to focus -attention ¢
“on-the training of the trainers themselves. At the preservice doctoral

lovol. a few universities are working ‘with doctoral students on an ad hoc
ban&s. These programs use oxiating doctoral training programs in special

‘education and add an emphasis in bilingudl special education through

ind&pondont studios. spocialized seminars, internships, and related
resgarch projects. *Among the universities involved iw this type of

University, San Diego State University, The University of ‘Colorado, The .

"University of New Mexico, ‘New Mexico State University, The University of

Massachusetts.oboston Univoraity. New York University, and New York State oy

&g

y )

U. 8. Department of Education special education dean's grant, Landurand

" “established the Multicultural Institute for Change at Regis College in «
' . ‘Weston, Massachusetts. The Institute's primary goal is to improve the

quality of service to linguistically and culturally different children. | N
Currently, the Institute is training 16 faculty members from six nearby :
colleges and universities in the theory and practical application of

" bilingual special education. The following programsdescription is taken

£ 1982), . : .

from a publication of the Multicultural Institute for Ch&nge (Landurand,

-The instructional program of the Institute for Change consists of ‘ S
five major components: theoretical modular training, a local educational :
agency, practicum oxperience, a college practicum experience, and an
integrative seminar. For each of the three years, the faculty trainees
complete three modules: the correlated local school or agency practice,
the college practicum, ,and the integrative seminar. Prior to initiating
any of the components, each faculty trainee, with the assistance of the
project staff, undergoes a diagnostic prescriptive assessment. Each
trainee analyzes his or her particular areas of expertise, background in
bilingual/bicultural issues, and favored learning style. In addition, R
for each of the tadks specified in the college component, the trainee - 4
evaluates what he or she has done in that area and develops objectivgs -
from a multicultutal perspective for nlf-—improvement or achieving h
goal. Once these assessments are completed, each trainee, with the P
of the Project Director and part-time staff, develops’ An individual
training plan (ITP) to accomplish each of the componentk déveloped it the .
Institute for Change. Techniques such as individual and school case :
studies; role playing; group problam solving; and on-site local school,
agency, and collcgo practiocum are utilized in training.

»
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Change will provide insights ‘as’ to the strategies necgssary for " /.
successful training of faculty members in the conten, of bilingual/
bicultural special education, To date, the Institute staff can suggest
the following to other ‘institutions:that might congider such training: -

| AT - | . .
i . A S e
At the end of the 3-year project, the Regis CJil;zg Institthufor 3

N A : S , :
1. Involve the admiriistrative staff from the beginning of the project. .
Without the sup eans, the Institute for Change would not:’

. S

rt of the 4

. v

be able to e¥pect high levels of gommitment, from faculty. oo
SE o rN L v : : : A oo
AN B S S
2. Offer training ses
busy;aqhudulfs]"xu mogt cgq:qi :
.opportunity to canqqptrptqu\\ he issues and skills relative to
al o

oo

‘é#dbiénq-fhwg\ddfhgt conflict with faculty members'

"retreats" proyide faculty with the

bilingual/bicu)tura) speci education./p/ /"
ST reoL i & S

3.. ProVide experiahges i whe public schools and communityin order to

. update faculty's perceptions, of the néeds of linguistic minorities in

. ‘

;thg,1qqh1ieddcy@¢onai’ggenqies,
- S, ”\’ Ve S K '

4Z' Bé;p;pp&géa to/deal with attifudes faculty members may bring to the
- g;@igﬁhg’that-:efledt their perceptions of individyals from -
" ‘giulturally diffexent backgrounds. Staff members and consultants

/ f’ﬁtaﬁqnldfhaﬁclpkiy@é in group processes, .especially as these skills
' ',/“ﬁﬁblatég@b.ﬁac;qm'and biases that faculty may consciously or

t,

4/ unconéclously ‘possess.

oy !

./w 5.,&gﬁégiﬁgfbngoing'gblldﬁ-up‘wiﬁﬁ faculty and administrative staff.
M pecsise faculty have many'responsibilities, their completion of ITP's

sy be difficult without the constant support of the .project's staff
;,"fahd consultants. - AN .
" pedause of the immediate neaed to train bilingual special -education -
teachers the above mentioned model is highly recommended both as a
short-term strategy and as a strategy for colleges and universities who
wigh to retraincexisting faculty. : : - . -

| Bilingual Language Learning System (BLLS) : : ) '

Another significant and model inservice training program has been

undertaken by the American Speech, Language,\and Hearing Association .

(ASHA)? This project is also funded by the Office of Special Education
of the U. S. Department of Education. The project is known as the

Bilingual Language Learning System (BLLS). The description of the
‘program which follows was adapteq from the project summary disseminated

by ASHA. . oL _ . o

The Bilingual Language Learning System (BLLS) project has been
designed as a national coordinated effort to mest this need and to
improve the availability and quality. of speech~language pathology and
audiology services rendered to bilingual/bicultural Spanish~English
children. Funded August 1, 1981, by Special Bducation Programs, United
States Department of Edueation, the BLLS prgjoct is intended to provide a
series of 2-day inservice training institutes and a training manual which

»




r/b ' '
~discuss characteristics of Spanish and Engliah language acquiaition; how
speech~language pathologists anz audiologists may provide appropriate
evaluation of Spanish~English children with suspactad communication

- handicaps; how effactive management strategiea can be implemented for -

.

thoge children with confirmed language disorders; and how interaction of
_ speach-language pathologists and audiologists with other school

professionals can be promoted in order to increase the effectivenoss of

educational ‘programming for this population. .
AN

During the course of ' the project, a model of training will be

| empleyed in which bilingual/bicultural speech-language pathologists will
be trained to train other professionhals. In addition, representatives of

university/college training programs in speech-language pathology .and

audiology will be trained so that content of BLLS Institutes can be .-

incorporatéd into university/college program curricula. State schools
consultants will also be trained so that these resource persons can
disseminate information on the BLSS Institutes and effect improved 4

“education for Spanish-English children. The Trainers, university/oolloge .

representatives and school consultants, have been selected for the eight
states which, collectively, account for' nearly 90% of the
Spanish—~language population in the United States (Arizona, California,
-Colorado, Florida, Illinois, New Moxico, New York, and Texas). These
individuals compose BLLS State Resouroe Teams in the eight target atates.

During the first year of the project (Auguat 1981 through May 1982),
the .BLLS training manual was developed and the State Resource Team
members were selected. During the second year of the project (June 1982
through May 1983), the Trainers conducted a peries of 14 BLLS Institutes
for Hispanic Bilingual and bilcultural speec¢h-language pathologists,
audiologists, and other Hispanic professionals.who worked in teams with

- speech-language pathologists and audiologists, and selected a second
group of Trainers for the projegt. During the third year of the projact
(June 1983 through May 1984), this second group were trained as Trainers
and conducted a series of 22 BLLS stitutea for monolingual, |
professionals. Training, for bilin ual/bicultural speech-language-
pathologists and audiologists will/ be distinct frgin training for
monolingual individuals because the professional needs of the two groups.
are different. / : )

The Institutes will serve tq:'
. /
o Disseminate atate~of-the-art information regardid' bilingual

_ commuflication assessment and treatment to professionals working with
‘Spanish~English children,

n

?

o Provide opportunities cor Trainers to dqyelop their skilla in
- presenting the curriculum content. s

. Q Field—toat’tho original curriculum gontent so that necessary ’
' revision, based on evaluation by Institute participants, can be made.

¢ - ' . [
¢ .
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As a result of’ BLLB training, it is anticipated that more
speech—language patholoqists and audfologists will provide, improved »
services to bilingual/bicultural communicatively handicapped children.
Greater consultative services will then be available to special and
regular educators, and these professionals “will better understand
contributions that communication disorders specialists can provide.

» o L S
‘ ’ 'RECOMMENDAT IONS '

1. Preservice training projects in bilingual special education should be
given increased support from the local, state, and fsderal level.

2., Colleges and universities should cooperate with local school

districts in conducting a planned and systematic inservice«program in -
bilingual; special education,
!

3. Leadarship training in bilingual . special education'at the doctoral

level should receive increased support from the U. 8. Department of
Education. :

4. All types and 1evels of biiingual special education training should
-include a strong emphasis on parental involvement and parent training.

5. Bilingual special education teacher training curricula should be
highly interdisciplinary in oriehtation, drawing not only from
special education and bilingual education but from psychology,
anthropology, linguistics, psycholinguistics, language ‘bpartments,

o etc. : A ) .

6. Bilingual special education teacher competencies identified as’
critical by practitioners should be Validated empiricai}y before
T " being used to design future training progrsms.

P

+

7. Bilingual special education teacher training research should be
conducted with particular emphasis given to student outoomes as the
. ultimate measure of success. -’ /
- P N
8. Teacher training materials and textbopks as Well as bibliographies
should be deaploped for the field of; bilingual special edudation.‘
/
9, Training programs should make sgecZal provisions for student
- recruitment and retention. Stipends, tuition and.book allowances, - -
and additional support systems snguld also be provided.

10. Bilinqual special education and/ﬁsb methods courses should be unique
and diﬁ;e ent for this populatibn of exceptional bilingual students.

'd .
11. The issue of dual (special ed oation and bilingual education) o
endorsement and certificatio as well as bilingual special education
endorssment nd oertiticat27n neads further study.

: 12. The training £ regular education teachers through infusion regarding
.~ the needs ot he bilinduai exceptional child is a priority. .

y fo - . .
o A £ 1

- . f‘13,0.

v




- REFENENCES.

Yoo . "
! . } ~
'

~

American Aaaociation of Colleges ih Teacher Education (AACTE) . (1973).
fo one ‘model American, Journal of Teacher Education, 24, 264.

L

Grossman, H. (1982). Bilingual special education teacher training.
Summary of the Proceedings of the Bilingpql S8pecial Education )
Institute. Boulder CO:. BUENO Cehter for Mulficultural Education.

Landurand, ‘P, (1982) . Traininqﬁraculty in Bilingual Special EducationLi
Regis College Multicultural Inptitute for Change.

MUSEP. (1982). A Report on Bilingual Special Education Teacher Training_
; Programs, BUENO Center for ‘Multicultural Education.

" National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) _ (1980). The condition/
of education. Washington DC: U.S, Government Printing Office. .
¢ .
Pynn, E. (1981). -Bilingual 8pecial Education Personnel Preparation
- National Teacher Oriented Seminar, ACCESS Inc. ’ /',~ ,

v

b

.




